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ABSTRACT
The primary purpose of this study was to utilize conceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to 
change to extend our understanding of schools as organizations and to develop a 
comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational change in schools. A 
secondary purpose of this study was to report the results of a series of data analyses 
used to refine operational definitions of the study variables. This study is the first 
known in the literature to examine relationships among these variables in concert with 
a common set of schools, principals and teachers.
The sample for this study consisted of all principals and teachers in 94 public 
schools in southern Louisiana. A total of 1921 teachers and 87 principals participated 
in the study. The study used an ex post facto survey research design (Campbell & 
Stanley, 1963). Four instruments were used in data collection: 1) a revised form of the 
Receptivity to Change Inventory (Hennigar, 1979); 2) the Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy scale (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985); 3) the Bureaucratic Orientation Scale 
(Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; DiPaola, 1990); and 4) the Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987).
Findings suggested that considerable work is needed in refining conceptual and 
operational definitions of these key variables in studying planned organizational change 
in schools. Results of analyses pertinent to research questions guiding the study revealed 
that principal change facilitator style is a useful variable for understanding teacher 
receptivity to change. Other major conclusions included: 1) perceptions of principals’
and teachers’ roles appear to be mediated by school context variables; 2) identified 
relationships are somewhat at odds with prior findings reported in the literature relating 
to change in schools and to principal leadership; 3) relationships among variables do 
not appear to be moderated by SES, and various demographic variables; and 4) 
relationships among variables established using school means may not generalize to 
individual schools at all. The findings raise a considerable number of issues about 
appropriate units of analysis in school research, and methodological issues about 
understanding the relationships among variables studied within the unique contexts of 
schools as complex organizations.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Historically, a considerable body of literature in educational administration has 
focused on understanding the perplexing nature of schools as formal organizations. 
Since the early 1900’s, attempts have been made to understand and explain school 
organizational structure and processes through a variety of approaches spanning three 
distinct historical periods within the research literature: 1) industrial, scientific
management models that stressed administrative efficiency and production (e.g., Taylor, 
Fayol, Gulick and Urwick); 2) human relations conceptions that emphasized individual 
worker satisfaction and positive social relationships (e.g., Follett, Mayo and 
Roethlisberger); and 3) behavioral descriptions of school organizational processes that 
recognized both efficiency of production and effectiveness through worker satisfaction 
(e.g., Barnard and Simon).
Contemporary approaches in organizational theory have recognized the complex 
and interactive nature of schools and present them as complex social systems concerned 
with both institutional and individual dimensions of organizational functioning. For 
example, Getzels and Guba (1957) provide a two-dimensional theory useful for 
understanding schools as complex social systems and explain organizational behavior 
as a result of the interaction between two dimensions: institutional and individual. This 
theory conceptualizes the institution striving to fulfill its needs through prescribed roles 
and expectations, while individuals strive to meet their individual needs in terms of 
particular personality characteristics. Thus, behavior is described as a function of the 
interaction of role and personality [B = f(R X P)]. Also included in this theoretical
framework are feedback mechanisms, both internal and external to the organization, 
which support ongoing and interactive, reciprocal relationships among the various 
elements of the model.
Amidst efforts to understand schools as complex formal organizations, the 
education literature of the past twenty years characterizes American public education by 
frequent and recurring calls for educational reform (Cuban, 1990; Muiphy, 1989). 
While schools are recognized as complex, interactive organizations, they are also 
characterized as institutions frequently faced with reform initiatives intended to change 
key elements of their structures and/or functions. Past accounts have often characterized 
teachers as being inherently resistant to change and rigid in their conceptions of 
organizational roles (Giacquinta, 1973; Hopkins, 1990). Principals’, on the other hand, 
have been described as having substantial influences on effecting positive school 
change outcomes (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan & Lee, 1982; Hall & Hord, 1987; Hallinger 
& Murphy, 1985). Thus, persistent and perplexing questions exist relative to planned 
organizational change and schools as complex organizations. Efforts to answer 
questions about the effects and interactive influences of variables affecting planned 
organizational change in schools seem important for identifying significant relationships 
that may contribute to the development of a comprehensive conception of planned 
change in schools. Also, insights gained from such inquires might enhance school-level 
success in achieving long-term results and incorporation of change efforts into everyday 
practice and organizational life, rather than simply resulting in forced compliance. 
Among the many elements within schools as complex organizations, what variables
might be most useful in the development of a theoretical conception of planned 
organizational change in schools?
Teachers, principals, and how they view their roles in school organization are 
three key elements of school organizational functioning that seem to offer a useful 
template for identifying variables that might contribute to the development of a 
comprehensive conception of planned organizational change in schools. First, as 
suggested by Firestone and Corbett (1988), Darling-Hammond (1990), Cohen and Ball 
(1990), and Richardson (1990), teachers play a significant role in efforts to implement 
innovation and change in schools. Particularly, teachers’ perceptions of change efforts, 
as they are introduced and as implementation and incorporation of these changes are 
pursued within the school organization, have been documented as important to the 
ultimate success in achieving desired outcomes (Corbett, Firestone & Rossman, 1987; 
Fullan, 1990; Hall & Hord, 1987). For example, Corbett, et al. (1987) suggest that 
teachers’ initial responses to change efforts are influenced by individual and 
organizational role perceptions and status in school organizations and their beliefs about 
"who we are" and "how we do things around here" in the school.
Second, the significant and influential roles of principals have also been 
documented as critical in successful organizational change in schools. For example, a 
number of studies have pointed to particular principal behaviors as being more or less 
effective in facilitating specific innovations or planned organizational change in schools 
(Acquila & Galovic, 1988; Anderson, 1990; Brookover, et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979; 
Hall & Hord, 1987; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).
Third, given the perspective that teachers and principals are important in schools 
as organizations, understanding their role orientations and how these might relate to 
planned organizational change in schools may provide insights that will be useful in the 
development of a comprehenisve theory of planned organizational change. For example, 
Erez and Israeli (1980) suggested that teachers who possess dual orientations (e.g., high 
bureaucratic and professional orientations) are more intensely involved in a greater 
number of school-related and professional activities than teachers whose orientations are 
either mixed or low on these same variables.
Despite interest in these variables, efforts to systematically investigate such 
relationships with planned organizational change have been sparse. In most cases, past 
investigations of teacher receptivity to change, leadership style or role orientations have 
been pursued independent of one another. No systematic inquiries are known that have 
simultaneously examined the relationships among teacher receptivity to change, role 
orientations, and principal change facilitator style (i.e., principal/leadership behavior with 
regard to innovation or change). Thus, the need to systematically study specific 
variables such as these and to seek answers to related questions seems particularly 
important during times of such frequent and recurring change efforts.
Planned Organizational Change in Schools 
The research literature on planned organizational change during the past twenty 
years has yielded a variety of insights about schools as complex organizations. For 
example, the role and influence of both external and internal organizational features, 
individual personality and behavior factors, as well as unique contextual features of the
school/district organization have been identified as important variables that demonstrate 
the complexity of school organizations and planned change processes and influence 
levels of success in schools’ change efforts (Astuto & Clark, 1985; Bishop Sc George 
1973; Chrispeels, 1990; Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Fullan, 1982, 1990; Giacquinta, 
1973; Hall & Hord, 1987; Joyce, 1990; Waugh & Punch, 1985).
The literature of the past 20 years on planned organizational change in schools 
reflects a variety of change strategies and models (e.g., Bennis, Benne, and Chin, 1969; 
English, 1975; Havelock, 1973; Hall Sc Hord, 1987; Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). 
Many of the models recognize the various phases or stages of change processes (e.g., 
introduction, adoption, implementation, and incorporation); however, most studies of 
planned change in schools involving such models have focused on examining the effects 
of change efforts, and not the process of change efforts.
Recently, the literature on planned organizational change seems to be shifting 
toward greater interest in systematically studying relationships among variables in 
relation to the process of change, rather than the effects or outcomes of change (Corbett, 
et al., 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Firestone & Corbett, 1988; 
Waugh Sc Punch, 1987). For example, Cuban (1990) and Murphy (1989) among others 
(e.g., Fullan, 1985, 1990; Hall Sc Hord, 1987), contend that longitudinal studies across 
the full range of stages of planned change are needed. Such studies would seem useful 
in developing understandings and conceptual frameworks for explaining relationships 
among key variables (e.g., principal change facilitator style, role orientations, and 
teacher receptivity to change) as they occur at each stage of planned organizational
change: introduction, adoption, implementation, and incorporation. Joyce (1990) offers 
convincing arguments for the importance of the cultural and organizational elements of 
the change process, while Hall &  Hord (1987) provide support for the differential 
personal/individual features (e.g., stages of concern) that are observed at various stages 
of the change process.
More specifically, it seems that the extent to which change efforts in an 
organization are successful and expeditious depends upon a number of variables: (1) 
the nature and characteristics of the planned change; (2) the strategies employed in 
initiating and implementing change; (3) the nature and characteristics of organizational 
members involved in the change process; and (4) the nature and characteristics of the 
organization in which the planned change is targeted (Bennis, et al., 1969; Corbett, et 
al., 1987; Fullan, 1981, 1982, 1985; Giacquinta, 1973; Havelock, 1973; Lieberman, 
1984; Parker, 1980; Paul, 1977; Wilson & Corbett, 1983). Consistent with the 
recognition of schools as complex organizations, current research efforts are striving to 
explain organizational change processes within school organizations using a variety of 
conceptual frameworks that consider more fully contextual and cultural variables 
including: 1) individual perceptions, intentions, and behaviors; 2) interactions among 
the collective organizational membership; 3) elements of the internal organizational 
environment, and 4) elements within the larger, external environment (Cohen & Ball, 
1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Darling-Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983; Elmore, 
1987; Firestone and Corbett, 1988). Although these efforts have contributed to 
enhancing our understanding of change processes in schools, there is no universally
accepted, conceptual framework or theory of organizational change for understanding 
the relationships among variables (Giacquinta, 1973; Waugh & Punch, 1985).
Despite continued research efforts to understand schools as complex, formal 
organizations and the proliferation of reform initiatives in the past fifteen to twenty 
years, the fundamental structures and processes of American public schooling have 
remained virtually the same as has been known for more than a hundred years (Cuban, 
1988; 1990). Although, planned change in schools may be an ever-present facet of 
school life. However, deliberately effecting purposeful and targeted change is a 
complex and difficult process.
In recent years, reforms have touched almost every aspect of education. Efforts 
to change the physical structure of schools and classrooms (e.g., open classrooms), to 
introduce new content to be learned by students and to encourage innovative curriculum 
materials and teaching methods have been experienced in schools throughout the United 
States. Likewise, efforts to enhance accountability practices have been observed in 
recent years with the advent of entrance and exit examinations for students, interest in 
developing national academic standards for students, and efforts to redesign or enhance 
various aspects of professional preparation and personnel accountability (e.g., teacher 
examinations, teacher and administrator credentialing standards and certification 
processes, and instructional supervision and teacher evaluation).
Combined with curricular and student accountability reform initiatives, teacher 
assessment and evaluation have played key roles in a number of statewide educational 
reform efforts, and in many ways have served as the cornerstone of such initiatives.
Enhancing teacher quality has received much attention through statewide programs for 
induction, support, initial certification and career ladder placements, particularly in 
southeastern states in the United States (e.g., Georgia, Tennessee, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Texas and Florida, and most recently, Louisiana). As the thinking goes, 
teachers are in direct contact with students more than any other element in the 
educational system. Therefore, teacher accountability has been a visible and an 
important component of educational reform initiatives (Chauvin, Ellett, Loup and Sian, 
1990; Ellett, 1990).
As with other educational reform initiatives, large-scale teacher assessment 
programs have influenced individual and organizational functioning within schools 
(Burry, Poggio & Glasnapp, 1989; Ginsberg & Berry, 1990; Timar, 1989). For 
example, Ginsberg and Berry (1990) reported that although a number of areas had been 
greatly improved by elements of a statewide educational reform initiative, teachers were 
"devastated by the impact of curriculum mandates, testing, paperwork and evaluation" 
(p. 552). They reported that 27.2% of the 4000 teacher respondents were planning to 
leave teaching prior to retirement.
Timar (1989) reported wide variation across local school districts’ responses to 
implementation of a career ladder program for teachers in Utah that involved local 
school district responsibility for implementation. School district participation in the 
Utah career ladder program was reported as ranging from non-participation to active 
involvement characterized by district-level and school-level staff development and 
professional improvement efforts. In Louisiana, at the end of the first year of statewide
implementation of on-the-job, performance-based programs targeting teaching interns 
and certification of experienced teachers, teachers reported individual, school-level and 
district-level responses that ranged from total rejection and non-participation to positive 
commitment, professional collaboration and well-planned professional and staff 
development (Chauvin, Evans & Ellett, 1992). Thus, recent accounts of education 
reform efforts well-document the important roles of key players (e.g., teachers and 
principals) in the extent to which implementation of reform initiatives reflect original 
intentions of policy-makers and district/school administrators.
Teachers and Principals as Key Players in Change Processes
Initial responses to reform initiatives and subsequent experiences resulting in 
implementation of planned change efforts in states such as Utah, South Carolina, and 
most recently, Louisiana, seem to support the importance of individual beliefs, 
perceptions and attitudes for building positive receptivity toward change. Others (e.g., 
Chauvin & Ellett, 1990; 1991; Chauvin, et al., 1992; Chauvin, Ellett, Claudet, Loup, 
Lofton, & Hill, 1990; Chauvin, Lofton, Loup, Evans, Hill, Claudet & Ellett, 1991; 
Cohen & Ball, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Giacquinta, 
1973; LaMaster, Tobin & Bowen, 1990; Richardson, 1990; Tobin, 1990; Waugh & 
Punch, 1987) have echoed similar views regarding the role of teachers’ and principals’ 
beliefs and perceptions in effecting organizational change.
Recent attention in the literature has focused on teachers and their roles in the 
school/organizational change process. Darling-Hammond (1990) suggests that teachers 
may be the true gatekeepers of school change and innovation, not policy-makers, school
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superintendents or principals. Although teachers seem to be gaining recognition in the 
reform/change initiative literature, the attention given to the key roles played by school 
principals has not diminished. Principals have long been viewed as instrumental in the 
complex process of effecting school improvement or school organizational change 
(Bossert, et al., 1982; Brookover, et al., 1982; Ellett & Walberg, 1979; Fullan, 1985, 
1990; Hall & Hord, 1987; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Halpin & Croft, 1963). Yet, 
even with the proliferation of research and developmental activities focused on 
understanding effective principal/leadership behaviors or style, the concept is not clearly 
understood (Murphy, 1988; Wimpleberg, et al., 1988). Today, schools continue to be 
faced with calls for change. Therefore, there is a need to better understand elements of 
effective leadership, particularly as these relate to school principals and school 
organizational change. The school/organizational effectiveness and school improvement 
literature offers a general basis for understanding effective leadership behaviors.
Principal Role in Organizational Change 
A number of studies have pointed to particular principal behaviors as being more 
or less effective in facilitating specific innovations or planned organizational change 
(Anderson, 1990; Hall, Rutherford, Hord & Huling-Austin, 1984; Thomas, 1978). 
Others have suggested that not all school contexts call for the same set of behaviors in 
order to become "effective". For example, Hallinger and Murphy (1985) and 
Wimpleberg, Teddlie and Stringfield (1989) have suggested that greater sensitivity to 
school context is needed to determine effectiveness of leader behavior. Ellett and 
Walberg (1979) and Pitner (1988) depict models which recognize the importance of
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attitudes, beliefs and behaviors of others (e.g., teachers, support staff, students, parents, 
etc.) as well as organizational/contextual characteristics (e.g., resources, district 
organizational structure, external environmental pressures, etc.) in shaping principal 
behavior within school contexts. Similarly, Bossert, et al. (1982) have questioned which 
comes first: the instructionally effective principal or the instructionally effective school.
Others have suggested that personal characteristics may play a more important 
role in determining leader behavior than originally thought. For example, Greenfield 
(1982), Pitner (1988), and Smith and Andrews (1989) suggest that a renewed interest 
in personal variables (e.g., beliefs, attitudes, values, and perceptions), and how these 
interact with situational or contextual, organizational variables, may prove fruitful in 
describing and explaining administrator behavior and organizational effectiveness as 
well. Still others (e.g. Murphy, 1988; Pitner, 1988; Rutherford, Hord & Huling, 1983) 
suggest that many questions about effective leader behaviors have remained largely 
unanswered because previous studies have tended to simultaneously focus too broadly 
on all aspects of the principal’s work. Despite the difficulty in identifying specific 
leader behaviors linked to effectiveness, findings reported in the school effectiveness 
research clearly support the key role played by the principal in the school improvement 
process (Anderson, 1990; Brookover, et al., 1977; Edmonds, 1979; Hall, 1987).
Hall & Hord (1987), Leithwood & Montgomery (1982), and Thomas (1978) have 
specifically focused on investigations of what principals do that is more or less effective 
in achieving desired school outcomes and in moving schools toward greater 
organizational effectiveness and excellence. Hall and Hord (1987), for example, have
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developed a useful classification scheme of three change facilitator styles: Initiators, 
Managers, and Responders. Initiator style principals have been described as the most 
effective of the three types. Initiator style principals are also characterized as: 1) 
having a clear sense of vision, 2) being directly and intensely involved in change efforts, 
and 3) communicating clearly-defined goals and high expectations. Manager style 
principals are characterized as being concerned with maintaining good interpersonal 
relations and smooth administration of the school. Responder style principals are 
described as deferring decisions and discretion to others and acting in ways that are 
reactive, rather than goal-oriented. Detailed descriptions of these three prototypic styles 
are included in Appendix A.
Hall and his colleagues, in their identification and refinement of these leader 
styles specifically focus on patterns of behavior, underlying motivations and role 
orientations related to change facilitation, rather than on the broader spectrum of 
possible leader behaviors. They argue that understanding the motivation or belief 
system behind behaviors is an important consideration in determining overall style. 
Thus, in addition to the total combination of a large number of behaviors, Hall also 
considers elements of personality, attitudes, perceptions, and orientations as important 
elements of change facilitator style and facilitating change.
Consistent with social systems perspectives of school organizations, individual 
characteristics and needs play an important role in institutional-individual interactions 
that result in particular organizational behaviors. Thus, understanding individual 
perspectives or orientations toward organizational roles appears important for the
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development of comprehensive theoretical framework for understanding planned 
organizational change in schools.
Individuals’ Organizational Role Orientations 
Some studies have depicted teachers and principals within school organizations 
in terms of how they view their work or organizational roles in schools. For example, 
teachers’ perceptions of their organizational roles have been previously described in 
terms of local and cosmopolitan orientations (Erez & Israeli, 1980; Raymond, 1979), 
indices of dogmatism and locus of control (Harrah, 1990; Raymond, 1979), and 
professional and organizational orientations (Coughlan, 1969). Corwin (1965, 1970) 
derived a useful conceptual framework for understanding teachers’ role orientations 
within school organizations. Drawing on Gouldner’s local-cosmopolitan typology of 
latent organizational identity, Corwin (1965, 1970) describes teachers as having a 
bureaucratic, professional or dual orientation toward their organizational roles. Kuhlman 
and Hoy (1974) have reported differential bureaucratic and professional orientations 
among elementary and secondary beginning teachers.
Corwin (1965, 1970), Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985), and Kuhlman and Hoy 
(1974) describe individuals with a professional orientation as having a view of 
organizational roles and behavior that is grounded in professional knowledge. A 
bureaucratic orientation espouses role perception and behavior in terms of compliance 
with rules and regulations prescribed by the organization. The dichotomy lies in the 
source of control: professional acts represent professional expertise and autonomy,
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while bureaucratic acts represent organizational discipline and control (Corwin, 1965; 
1970; Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985; Hoy & Miskel, 1987; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974).
Corwin and others (e.g., Erez & Israeli, 1980; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; 
Thornton, 1970; Wilensky, 1974) hypothesized that individuals in certain types of 
organizations (e.g., schools) may possess a dual orientation which represents a 
combination of both high bureaucratic and high professional organizational role 
orientations. Initial findings suggest that teachers are neither completely bureaucratic 
nor professional in their orientation toward organizational behavior. For example, 
Corwin (1965, 1970) and Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) provide evidence that teachers 
possess differing combinations of both bureaucratic and professional orientations. A 
previously mentioned, Erez and Israeli (1980) found that teachers who are high on 
bureaucratic, local and cosmopolitan orientations are more intensely involved in a 
greater number of school-related and professional activities than teachers whose 
orientations are either mixed or low on these same variables. Wilensky (1974) 
suggested that teachers may evidence dual orientations (i.e., high bureaucratic and high 
professional) in organizations that are more professionally oriented.
Recent contributions to the educational literature raise questions regarding 
consideration of individuals’ perspectives or role orientations within educational reform 
initiatives (Cohen & Ball, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990). As a result, some 
researchers are espousing alternative views of educational reform efforts, the degree to 
which particular change strategies are effective, and prior conceptions of school 
organizational structures and functions.
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Changing Perspectives of Planned Change Initiatives 
Darling-Hammond (1990) suggests that investigation of variables related to 
individual beliefs and attitudes, particularly those of teachers, has not been an integral 
part of past studies of change efforts and may account for the increasing diversity and 
alteration of practices inconsistent with intended planned change initiatives. As 
mentioned previously, similar suggestions have been offered with regard to 
understanding and explaining effective leader behavior of school principals (Greenfield, 
1982; Pitner, 1988; Smith & Andrews, 1989). Waugh & Punch (1987) found that 
when overall feelings were combined with variables of beliefs and intentions, they 
accounted for more than 60% of the variance in teacher receptivity to change; whereas, 
situational variables only accounted for approximately 2% of the variance. Cohen and 
Ball (1990) suggest that as policies and programmatic thrusts of more recent reform 
initiatives target core elements of schooling (e.g., teaching and learning processes), 
difficult changes in teachers’ knowledge and understanding, orientation, habits, norms, 
and assumptions can be anticipated.
Planned organizational change, already complex when viewed in terms of a 
multitude of contributing and intervening variables, seems further complicated by the 
fact that no one really "knows how to grow effective schools" (Cuban, 1984, p.131). 
Although some studies have been conducted targeting teacher receptivity to change 
(Giacquinta, 1973; Waugh & Punch, 1987), principals’ effectiveness in change 
processes (Anderson, 1990; Hall, Rutherford, Hord & Huling-Austin, 1984; Hall & 
Hord, 1987), and individuals’ orientations toward organizational roles (Corwin, 1965,
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1970; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; Erez & Israeli, 1980), the relationships among these 
variables seem largely unexplored. Therefore, this study addresses a void in the 
knowledge base regarding conceptions of teacher receptivity to change through research 
designed to examine the relationships among several key variables: teachers’ and
principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations toward school organizational roles 
and teachers’ perceptions of the principal change facilitator style within school 
organizations.
Statement of the Problem 
Although much has been written and developed regarding strategies for effecting 
change in schools (e.g., Bennis, et al., 1969; Hall & Hord, 1987; Havelock, 1973; 
Harvey, 1990), there is no comprehensive theoretical perspective on planned 
organiztaional change in schools (Giacquinta, 1973; Waugh & Punch, 1987). In 
particular, little is known regarding relationships among variables such as bureaucratic 
and professional orientations, teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style 
and teacher receptivity to change.
Past studies suggest that, individually, these variables are useful in understanding 
planned organizational change in schools. For example, some studies have focused on 
relationships between teacher receptivity to change and variables such as open-closed 
mindedness (Harrah, 1990), local-cosmopolitan orientation (Raymond, 1979) and 
organizational climate (Crisafulli, 1982). Other studies (e.g., Hall, 1987, 1988; Hall & 
George, 1988; Hall & Hord, 1987; Vandenberghe, 1988) have focused on the 
identification, development, and verification of specific change facilitator styles
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(Initiator, Manager, Responder), and suggest important relationships between these 
leadership styles and implementation of change efforts in schools. However, 
investigations involving bureaucratic and professional role orientations, principal change 
facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change have not been previously investigated 
within a single study. Teacher receptivity to change is considered an important element 
in the development of a comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational 
change in schools (Darling-Hammond, 1990), yet it is not clearly understood.
This study addressed the void that presently exists in understanding teacher 
receptivity to planned change1 through the investigation of these particular variables: 
bureaucratic and professional role orientations (Corwin, 1965; 1970; Forsyth &
Danisiewicz, 1985; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974), and teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style (Hall, 1987; Hall & George, 1988; Hall & Hord, 1987). 
During a time when efforts are focused on engaging teachers, principals, and other 
school personnel in new-age, second-wave reforms (Cuban, 1990; Murphy, 1989), and 
attempts are being made to change systemic aspects of school organizations, there is a 
need to develop a comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational 
change in schools. That is, if such systemic change efforts are to fit, coexist or
‘In this study "planned organizational change", "planned change", "organizational 
change" and other terms such as "educational innovation", or "innovation" and "reform" 
are viewed as synonymous. Thus, throughout this document, regardless of the term as 
cited above, the meanings are assumed to be the same and consistent with "planned 
organizational change" as defined in the "Definition of Terms". However, it is 
important to note that these terms are used to describe purposeful and positive change 
efforts, as opposed to accidental change, natural change or diffusion, or unintended 
changes that may result in unintended or detrimental consequences.
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gradually alter existing organizational norms, beliefs and values, so that long-lasting 
changes occur within the everyday life of schools (Cohen & Ball, 1990; Darling- 
Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Rossman, Firestone & 
Corbett, 1988), then a first step toward developing a theoretical framework for 
understanding organizational change in schools is to simultaneously study the 
relationships among bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change 
facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change. Since the literature on planned change 
supports these variables as important, when considered individually, investigation of 
these variables in concert can provide information that is useful for developing a 
comprehensive conception of planned organizational change in schools.
Purpose
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate proposed relationships 
between teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations toward 
organizational roles, teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style and 
teacher receptivity to planned organizational change within school organizations. 
Related to this purpose was the intent to examine the construct validity and reliability 
of currently available instruments that purport to measure these concepts, as construct 
validation remains at the heart of good measurement and theory development (Messick, 
1989).
A second purpose was to determine if there are significant differences in teacher 
receptivity to change among schools due to various combinations and/or levels of
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congruence between principal’s and teachers’ measures of change facilitator style 
variables and bureaucratic and professional orientations.
A third purpose of this study was to examine relationships among demographic 
variables for individuals and for schools and teacher receptivity to change, bureaucratic 
and professional role orientations and teachers’ perceptions of principals’ change 
facilitator styles.
A fourth purpose was to explore variation in the relationships among the 
variables investigated using analyses of between and within school variance analyses.
Significance of the Study
This study is important to the building of nomological networks (Cronbach & 
Meehl, 1955) for the following variables: 1) teacher receptivity to change, 2) teachers’ 
perceptions of principal change facilitator style variables, and 3) teachers’ and 
principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations. While theories are useful for 
guiding research, they must be grounded in empirical data. Data from research can be 
used to enhance existing theories as well as generate new conceptual frameworks. Thus, 
in the case where a comprehensive theoretical conception is not available (e.g., planned 
organizational change in schools), analyses focused on specific variables is an important 
first step in subsequent theory development.
The research literature is replete with accounts of organizational change efforts 
and attempts to enhance our understanding of related constructs. However, no 
comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational change in schools is 
available for guiding theory-based research. If significant and interpretable relationships
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are identified between teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional 
orientations, teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style variables, and 
teacher receptivity to change, then important information may be added to the 
development of a comprehensive, theoretical conception of planned change in schools. 
Likewise, if variation in bureaucratic and professional orientations and/or receptivity to 
change accounts for variation in teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator 
style variables, the literature on principal effectiveness in change processes will be 
enriched.
A second significant feature of this study is that it examines the singular and 
combined, individual and collective perspectives of teachers and principals within an 
organizational framework that emphasizes the complex social and sociotechnical nature 
of schools as formal organizations. Prior related studies have not pursued systematic 
investigations within a similar conceptual framework. If research questions are 
affirmatively answered, new insights regarding the complex nature of organizations and 
planned change will be realized and. the development of a comprehensive conception of 
planned organizational change will be enhanced. While examination of variation among 
and within school organizations is of interest from a methodological perspective, insights 
gained may also have substantial relevance for theory development. Enhanced 
understandings of the influence of variation due to the range of individual differences 
within schools, as well as among schools can serve to enhance the development of a 
theory that more adequately accommodates the various ranges of individual differences
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found across complex, formal organizations such as schools. Such insights may have 
important implications for a more general theory of schools as complex organizations.
Finally, supplemental analyses of data serve to raise a set of methodological 
concerns for doing research in schools. Specifically, utilization of various units of 
analyses (e.g., individual teachers versus school means) address interesting and 
perplexing methodological questions. Further, such analyses can yield information 
useful in explicating relationships among selected variables identified in this study. For 
example, if the study identifies a group of schools that are equally high on teacher 
receptivity to change, but these schools vary considerably in their pattern of bureaucratic 
and professional orientations, and/or principal change facilitator style, then a substantial 
contribution to the development of a comprehensive theory of planned organizational 
change will be made. Similarly, if results in this study show that within-school variance 
on measures of bureaucratic orientation, professional orientation, or principal change 
facilitator style accounts for more variance in teacher receptivity to change than 
variation among schools, new insights will be gained regarding the need to alter current 
conceptions of organizational change and principal leadership style.
Definition of Terms 
In an effort to clarify meaning, the following conceptual definitions were 
provided for this study. In addition, conceptual definitions were provided for general 
terms often used in relation to planned organizational change in schools. Some 
definitions have been included in previous studies, while others have been adapted by 
the researcher to maintain consistency of language. Appropriate citations have been
22
included to facilitate continuity and comparison among constructs and research findings. 
Copies of the instrumentation for study variables are included in Appendix B.
Major Study Variables
Receptivity to Change
Receptivity to change was defined as the degree to which a person is able or 
ready to accept, or adopt, a particular change or innovation. It includes an individual’s 
readiness or internal orientation toward planned organizational change and does not 
necessarily dictate how an individual may actually act in response to change efforts.
Receptivity to change includes the full range of internal orientation along a 
continuum from strong positive receptivity (i.e., total acceptance) to strong negative 
receptivity (i.e., absolute resistance or rejection). Thus, acceptance and resistance are 
inversely related in the sense that the more an individual is accepting of a change or 
innovation, the less one resists it. In this study the operational definition for teacher 
receptivity to planned change was the Receptivity to Change Inventory (Hennigar, 
1979).
Bureaucratic and Professional Orientations
Role orientation refers to conceptions held by individuals regarding their 
relationships with others (e.g., teachers, principals, students, etc.) within the school 
organization. Each orientation toward organizational roles (bureaucratic and 
professional) is conceptually distinct, rather than defined as bipolar constructs on a 
continuum. Thus, individuals may possess varying, concurrent levels of orientations: 
bureaucratic and professional. For example, an individual may exhibit varying
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concurrent levels of bureaucratic and professional orientations. Broad, conceptual 
definitions are as follows:
Professional orientation refers to an individual perspective characterized by a 
belief in a high degree of autonomy to make professional decisions in the best 
interests of students; a focus on expertise in the exercise of professional 
responsibilities and obligations; and a professional reference group orientation 
to keep abreast of new developments in the field (Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974, p.20). 
Bureaucratic orientation include[s] a reliance on the school administration for 
guidance in controversial educational matters; a high regard for the necessity of 
rules and regulations; a high degree of loyalty to the administration and the 
school; and a general feeling of self-subordination to the school and the 
community (Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974, p. 20).
In this study, bureaucratic and professional orientations were operationalized by 
the Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS) (Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974) and the Attitudes of 
Professional Autonomy (APA) (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985), respectively. Items for 
the BOS represent a refined version of the Employee Orientation Scales (Corwin, 1965, 
1970) completed by Kuhlman and Hoy (1974). Analyses of several instruments 
available for measuring the construct of professional orientation (e.g. the Professional 
Orientation Scale [POS], Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; Dipaola, 1990) were found to be 
lacking in important measurement qualities (e.g., satisfactory internal consistency 
reliability) (DiPaola, 1990; M. K. DiPaola, personal communication, December 13, 
1991; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; W. K. Hoy, personal communication, December 10,
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1991; P. K. Forsyth, personal communication, December 11, 1991). Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz (1985) developed the APA based, in part, on the Professional Orientation 
Scale (Corwin, 1965, 1970; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974) and on previous work completed 
by Hall (1968, 1969). Support for the comparability of the APA with conceptualizations 
of professional orientation and other measures (e.g.POS) suggest that the APA is a valid 
and reliable proxy measure of professional orientation (W. K. Hoy, personal 
communication, December 10, 1991; Forsyth & Daniciewicz, 1985; P. K. Forsyth, 
personal communication, December 11, 1991).
Principal Change Facilitator Style
Principal change facilitator style was defined as a specific aspect of the 
principal’s leadership style which includes specific leader behaviors and combinations 
of behaviors that are influenced by other factors such as an individual’s belief system, 
orientation toward organizational roles, knowledge and concerns regarding the leadership 
role and tone with which behaviors are evidenced (Rutherford, 1988; Rutherford, et al., 
1983). In this study, the operational definition for teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style will be the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (Hall & 
Vandenberghe, 1987).
General Terms
The following statements provide working definitions of several general terms 
often used in conjunction with planned organizational change. These working 
definitions are presented here for the purpose of increasing clarity.
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Innovation
Innovation refers to a subset of planned organizational change that includes 
deliberate, novel and specific changes for user(s). An innovation encompasses a narrow 
focus on behavior and includes clearly specified ways of behaving (e.g., a clearly 
specific teaching method) which are new and unfamiliar to the user(s). Innovation 
typically refers to a specific and identifiable program or strategy.
Planned Organizational Change in Schools
This term refers to purposeful and positive change efforts, as opposed to 
accidental change, natural diffusion or unintended changes. In this study, "change," 
"planned change," "organizational change," and other terms such as "educational 
reform," or "reform," or "change process" are viewed as synonymous and represent 
processes, rather than any specific program, strategy or event. Thus, this term refers to 
interactions among organizational members within a particular context and the use of 
any method or specified set of strategies designed to consciously and purposefully 
change behaviors, attitudes, beliefs and/or orientations within a school.
Resistance
Resistance refers to a state of negative receptivity characterized by any conduct 
exhibited by an individual or group of individuals that serves to maintain the status quo 
in the face of pressure to alter the status quo (Zaltman & Duncan, 1977) (also see 
conceptual definition for "Receptivity to Change").
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Research Questions
Since the literature offers limited theoretical bases for predicting relationships 
between the variables under investigation, this study served an exploratory function and 
addresses issues in the form of research questions rather than hypotheses. There appears 
to be no comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational change in 
schools. Thus, the conceptual framework of planned change in schools used in this 
study was based on broad psychological and sociological conceptions of human 
behavior, and was not specifically derived from conceptions of change. These 
conceptual frameworks and the resulting conceptual model guiding this study are 
discussed in Chapter 2. The sections that follow include the research questions that are 
investigated in the study, followed by a brief rationale for each question.
Question 1
Are there bivariate relationships between various principal change facilitator style 
variables, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teachers’ self perceptions of 
receptivity to change?
Schools have often been described as complex, formal organizations, (Katz, 
1964). If significant relationships are found between these variables, then such 
information can contribute to the development of a conceptual model of organizational 
change that reflects a more comprehensive and complex view of school organizations. 
Relationships identified between these variables under study can enhance our 
understanding of the nature and complexity of school organizations and planned change 
in schools.
Hall and Hord (1987) and others (e.g., Bossert, et alM 1982; Brookover, et al., 
1982; Lightfoot, 1983) suggest that the principal is critical to successful school 
organizational change. However, most research involving organizational change has 
specifically focused on implementation activities related to change. Results of this 
initial exploration of the nature of the relationship between principal change facilitator 
style and teacher receptivity to change can enhance the literature on principal 
effectiveness, as well as contribute to the development of a comprehensive theory of 
change in schools. For example, if it can be shown that teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style is strongly and positively related to teacher receptivity 
to change, then the development of a theoretical conception of planned organizational 
change in schools will need to reflect the important role of the principal as related to 
teacher receptivity to change. However, if a negative relationship is shown between 
principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change, then any theory of 
planned organizational change in schools will have to accommodate the varying 
relationships between these variables as they occur during different stages of planned 
change (e.g. adoption, implementation, incorporation). Similarly, conceptualizations of 
teacher responses to change (e.g., receptivity to change versus implementation) will need 
to accommodate such differential relationships.
Corbett, et al. (1987), Darling-Hammond (1990), Erez and Israeli (1980) and 
Kennedy (1973) suggest that teachers’ beliefs, values and norms, and their perceptions 
of their roles in schools are related to success in organizational change efforts. If it can 
be shown that bureaucratic and/or professional role orientations are related to teachers’
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receptivity to change and/or their perceptions of principal change facilitator style, then 
understandings regarding the significance of teachers’ beliefs, norms and values within 
school organizations will contribute to theoretical conceptions of these variables and 
relationships between variables. For example, if it is shown that teachers who perceive 
themselves to be highly bureaucratic and highly professional in their orientations 
perceive themselves to be more receptive to change, then such insights may influence 
the manner in which school organizations approach, initiate and implement planned 
changes. Implications for future theory development related to constructs of planned 
change, principal leadership and schools as formal organizations might also result from 
the findings.
Question 2
What percentage of the variation in the measure of teacher receptivity to change 
(dependent variables) is explained/accounted for by the various principal change 
facilitator style variables (independent variable), both separately and in combination?
Principals have long been recognized as significant role players in the overall 
change process (Anderson, 1990; Hall & Hord, 1987; Leightwood & Montgomery, 
1982). However, little rationale and limited research exists to predict how specific 
aspects or variables of principal change facilitator style might, independently or in 
combination, explain variance observed in teacher receptivity to change within school 
organizations. If significant relationships are identified between principal change 
facilitator style variables and teacher receptivity to change, then the literature on 
principals’ roles in school change processes can be expanded to included specific
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elements of change initiation. It may be that certain leadership behaviors contribute to 
greater levels of receptivity to change, while other behaviors are more effective during 
times of change implementation and/or incorporation. Also, if significant relationships 
are evidenced between principal change facilitator style variables and teacher receptivity 
to change, then fruitful avenues for future investigations and theory development will 
likely result from the findings. For example, such findings might suggest further 
exploration of the relationships between these variables at different stages of the change 
process (e.g., introduction/adoption versus implementation). While there is some 
suggestion in the literature regarding this issue (e.g., Giacquinta, 1973; Waugh & Punch, 
1987), such focused investigations are essentially nonexistent.
Although Hall & Hord (1987) conceptualized change facilitator style in terms of 
three primary leadership types, they and their colleagues (Rutherford, et al., 1983) have 
also issued cautions regarding tendencies to restrict descriptions of principals’ styles to 
one of the three identified change facilitator styles. In fact, they recognize that there are 
other styles of change facilitation that are not completely represented by this typology. 
More recent research completed by Hall (1987) and Hall and George (1988) has 
introduced a third dimension, "strategic sense", which represents a "vision" and 
professional reflection component that is described as being qualitatively different across 
the typology. How might strategic sense and other change facilitator style variables be 
explained by teacher receptivity to change? Results of this study may point to particular 
change facilitator style variables that are more strongly influenced by varying levels of 
teacher receptivity to change than others, or there may be particular combinations of
30
change facilitator style variables for which variation is best explained by teacher 
receptivity to change.
Question 3
To what extent are teacher receptivity to change and teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style moderated by bureaucratic and professional 
orientations?
Recent contributions to the literature on planned organizational change in schools 
imply that greater attention should be given to the critical role of teachers’ beliefs, 
perceptions, prior knowledge and work oreientations in effecting long-lasting change or 
reform than it has been given in past reform efforts (Corbett, et al., 1987; Darling- 
Hammond, 1988, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Richardson, 1990). Little is known about the 
nature of relationships between these elements and other key variables related to planned 
organzational change in schools (e.g., teacher receptivity to change and principal change 
facilitator style).
If it can be shown that teachers’ role orientations (bureaucratic and professional) 
do not interact with relationships between teacher receptivity to change and principal 
change facilitator style, then greater trust can be placed in relationships between these 
variables, and their contribution to the development o f a comprehensive theoretical 
conception of planned organizational change in schools. However, if bureaucratic and/or 
professional orientations are shown to mediate such relationships, then these intervening 
relationships will need to be accommodated in any theoretical conception of planned 
organizational change in schools. Similarly, theoretical conceptions of principal change
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facilitator style and/or teacher receptivity to change would appear more complex and 
need to reflect such intervening qualities of role orientation (bureaucratic and/or 
professional).
Question 4
Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ perceptions of various 
principal change facilitator style variables and teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic 
and professional orientations and receptivity to change?
Some studies have demonstrated significant relationships between variables of 
role orientation and teacher receptivity to change. For example, Kennedy (1973) found 
that teachers were involved more frequently in innovative activities when they held high 
professional orientations and were in schools characterized by low profile organizational 
structure. Others (e.g., Anderson, 1990; Hall & Hord, 1987) have shown that particular 
leadership styles are more effective in achieving successful implementation of change 
within schools. Thus, prior studies have supported that, when considered singly, 
variables investigated in this study have been useful in explaining essential elements of 
succesful change implementation. However, little is known regarding their contribution 
to the development of a theory of planned organization change in schools when they are 
considered collectively.
If it can be shown that particular variables or combinations of these variables are 
more potent in explaining principal change facilitator style and/or teacher receptivity to 
change, current views regarding the importance of principals’ and teachers’ roles in 
planned organizational change will be enhanced. Also, empirical evidence will be
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available to support the development of conceptual frameworks that account for the 
complexity of school organizations and relationships among these variables of interest. 
For example, some principals who are perceived by teachers as having a Responder 
change facilitator style may positively influence teachers’ receptivity to change in 
schools where teachers are high in their bureaucratic and professional orientations, 
whereas they may not be as effective in schools where teachers possess high 
bureaucratic and low professional orientations. Such findings would suggest that the 
relationships among these variables is complex and interactive, rather than simple and 
directional.
Question 5
Does the within-school variance of teacher receptivity to change explain or 
account for significant amounts of variance in principal change facilitator style?
Past studies of change facilitator style (e.g., Evans, 1988; Hall & Hord, 1987; 
Seibel, 1986) have focused on this construct primarily in terms of its relationship with 
success in effecting classroom-level changes, and by examining variation among schools, 
rather than within schools. In this study, variation in principal change facilitator style 
variables was explored in relationship to teacher receptivity to change (i.e., classroom- 
and school-level change efforts), and the degree to which variance in teacher receptivity 
to change explains principal change facilitator style as a within-school phenomena. If 
it can be shown in this study that within-school variation in teacher receptivity to change 
accounts for significant amounts of variance in change faciliator style, then the results 
may suggest that cohesion among teachers in receptivity to change is a better
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explanation of principal change facilitator style than the absolute level of perceptions 
among teachers about change in schools. In addition, if this question is answered 
affirmatively, the results may suggest a need to consider alternative methods for 
examining relationships between these variables as within-school phenomena, rather than 
through examinations of variation among schools. That is, affirmative results may raise 
questions regarding methodological issues (e.g., unit of analysis) regarding future 
inquiries involving school-level change efforts and principal leadership behaviors/styles.
Question 6
Are there significant differences among schools based upon the degree to which 
teachers and the principal are congruent in their bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
Principals and teachers have been characterized in the literature as key players 
in the process of school organizational change (Corbett, et al., 1987; Darling-Hammond, 
1990; Hall & Hord, 1987; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982). Likewise, it has been 
shown that the way teachers and principals conceive of their roles in schools influence, 
to some degree, their behavior in particular activities within the school context (Darling- 
Hammond, 1990; Erez & Israeli, 1980; Hall, 1987; Kennedy, 1973; Sergiovanni, 
1986).
If it can be shown that significant relationships exist between the extent to which 
teachers and principals are congruent in their bureaucratic and/or professional role 
orientations within schools and the degree to which teachers perceive themselves to be 
receptive to change, then this information may suggest that the extent to which
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organizational members (e.g., teachers and principal) are congruent in their orientations 
is more important than any absolute level of bureaucratic and/or professional role 
orientation in explaining teacher receptivity to change. Such findings may suggest a 
need to accommodate the degree congruency related to role orientations and teacher 
receptivity to change, rather than the type or absolute level of orientations in theory 
development. Such findings may also provide useful information for developing 
alternative approaches for characterizing school contexts as being more or less receptive 
to change.
Questions 7
Are there significant differences among schools based upon the degree to which 
the principal and teachers in a school agree on measures of teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style, teacher receptivity to change, and school-level teacher 
receptivity to change?
The school effectiveness literature supports the critical nature of principals’ roles 
and behaviors (e.g., clearly communicating vision and expectations, and developing goal 
consensus among members) in facilitating school improvement and increased 
organizational effectiveness (Brookover et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979; Leithwood & 
Montgomeiy, 1982; Smith & Andrews, 1989). The organizational effectiveness 
literature characterizes effective organizations (e.g., schools) as being flexible and 
adaptive, among other qualities (Mott, 1972). Logan (1990), in a study of organizational 
coupling structure and school effectiveness, reported that teachers perspectives of the 
overall effectiveness of the school were strongly and positively related to the coupling
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variables of Goal Consensus/Vision and Work Scrutiny. This study also suggested that 
the level of congruence among teachers’ perceptions of Work Scrutiny and Manipulative 
Control were important considerations for understanding overall perspectives of 
organizational effectiveness. Such findings may be interpreted to suggest that 
congruency among organizational members (e.g., teachers and principals) within a 
school for other variables (e.g., principal change facilitator style) may be an important 
characteristic in differentiating schools in terms of teacher receptivity to change.
If significant differences between schools are identified based upon congruency 
measures (i.e., principal-teacher mean differences) of teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style and/or teachers’ perceptions of receptivity to change, then such 
findings may suggest that a critical factor in explaining and predicting receptivity to 
change is the degree of congruency between principals and teachers in their perceptions 
of each other’s orientations and perspectives, rather than any absolute level of 
receptivity to change or principal change facilitator style. Such findings might yield a 
number of implications for the development of a comprehensive theoretical conception 
of planned organizational change that can be widely applied to the vast array of unique 
organizational contexts found in schools.
Question 8
Are there relationships between selected individual and school demographic 
variables and teacher receptivity to change, teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style variables and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional 
orientations?
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Research focused on receptivity to change (Crisafulli, 1982; Giacquinta, 1975a; 
Harrah, 1990; Hennigar, 1979; Kaslow, 1974; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 1974; Raymond, 
1979) suggests that selected personal variables (e.g., gender, age, education level, 
organizational affiliation, and years of experience) play an influential role in teacher 
receptivity to change. Likewise, research findings support the importance of contextual 
characteristics in predicting principal change facilitator style, such as socioeconomic 
status and grade level of the school (Evans, 1988; Seibel, 1986). Issues related to the 
need for sensitivity to contextual characteristics in school effectiveness research have 
also been raised (Wimpleberg, et al., 1989). However, conclusive findings related to 
personal demographic characteristics are limited (Harrah, 1990; Raymond, 1979).
Question eight is designed to explore the relationships between selected 
demographic variables for teachers (e.g., gender, age, education level, years of 
experience, organizational affiliation [union/nonunion]) and school demographic 
variables (e.g., elementary, middle, secondary school level and socioeconomic status of 
students). Similar demographic variables are explored for principals as well. If it can 
be shown that there are significant relationships between individual and/or demographic 
variables and bureaucratic and professional orientations, perceived principal change 
facilitator style and/or teacher receptivity to change, then future development of these 
constructs will need to accommodate unique contributions of such individual and/or 
demographic variables. However, if significant relationships are not identified, then 
postulates or hypotheses evolving out of this study and/or future conceptions regarding 
bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change facilitator style and/or 
teacher receptivity to change would be generalizable across these individual/or
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demographic characteristics. The lack of significant relationships between the study 
variables and individual and/or demographic variables would also contribute to the 
development and continuing refinement of parsimonious theoretical conceptions for these 
constructs.
Limitations
Each study is bounded by the unique characteristics and limitations in which the 
activity occurs. Thus, no single research effort is considered conclusive, but rather a 
contribution to the building of a larger and enriched nomological network (Cronbach & 
Meehl, 1955) associated with a single construct or set of related constructs. This study 
is presented as no exception. Thus, the following limitations are to be considered 
regarding findings and resulting conclusions of the study:
1. The study was restricted to teachers and principals in public elementary, 
middle and secondary schools.
2. Responses of teachers and principals were voluntary. While all teachers and 
principals in the sample schools were encouraged to participate, some individuals 
declined participation. Therefore, teachers and principals who completed and returned 
instruments might be viewed as more conscientious or interested in the study than those 
who did not return them. Other limitations of survey research are acknowledged as 
well.
3. Data collection involved reference to a statewide teacher evaluation program 
and a statewide teaching internship program. As a result of high-level concerns and 
negative responses from the field during the first year of implementation (1990-1991), 
the program was suspended. These events and reference to the program in data
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collection may have resulted in some degree of heightened concern and negative 
response. While some attempts were made to control for this effect, the possibility of 
interactive effects between these feelings and the study variable, teacher receptivity to 
change, is recognized.
4. Results of this study may be generalizable only to teachers, principals, and 
schools with similar demographics to teachers, principals, and schools in this study.
5. Some relationships may be mediated by common method variance between 
teacher measures for receptivity to change (RCI), principal change facilitator style 
(CFSQ), and bureaucratic and professional orientations (BOS, APA).
Assumptions
As with any research, certain ideas or conditions are assumed and form a basis 
for conclusions resulting from the investigation. This study and the resulting 
conclusions are based on the following assumptions:
1. Variation among teachers’ receptivity to change includes the full range from 
total acceptance (strong, positive receptivity) to total resistance or rejection (strong, 
negative receptivity).
2. Principal change facilitator style is relatively stable over time and across 
innovations (Anderson, 1990; Hall & Hord, 1987; Hall & George, 1988).
3. Responses to all measures reflect honest views and accurate perceptions.
Summary
Chapter 1 introduces the literature and the problem addressed by this study and 
describes its purpose and significance. The chapter concludes with a definition of terms,
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research questions, limitations and assumptions of the study. Chapter 2 presents a 
discussion of the conceptual frameworks undergirding the conceptual model for 
organizing variables of the study. Lewin’s force field theory (1947) provides a broad 
conceptualization of individual behavior that is useful in the development of a 
conceptual model for examining relationships among the study variables. This 
theoretical conception of individual behavior, combined with social systems theory 
(Getzels & Guba, 1957) and sociotechnical perspectives (Owens & Steinhoff, 1976) 
contribute to the conceptual model developed to provide a context for examining teacher 
receptivity to change in terms of two variables: teachers’ perceptions of principal
change facilitator style variables and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and 
professional orientations. Chapter 2 includes a discussion of the conceptual model for 
organizing variables in the study, as well as explanations of key elements represented 
in the model.
CHAPTER 2: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
A review of the literature on planned organizational change reveals that there is 
no universally accepted theory of planned organizational change in schools. However, 
Firestone and Corbett (1988), Fullan (1982, 1985, 1990) and Waugh and Punch (1987) 
suggest that change processes, regardless of the selected change strategies used, may be 
best understood/explained within a conceptual framework that includes both 
individual/psychological and organizational/sociological variables.
Chapter 2 presents a discussion of several broad conceptual frameworks evolving 
out of social science disciplines such as psychology and sociology. These conceptual 
frameworks involving individual and organizational behavior are then used to construct 
a conceptual model useful in organizing variables in this study. Key elements of the 
conceptual model used in this study are also included in the discussion that follows.
Conceptions of Individual and Organizational Behavior 
Historically, a number of conceptions of human behavior from both 
psychological and sociological perspectives have been useful in attempts to explain and 
predict behavior within organizations. Some of these conceptions are useful for 
organizing variables in this study.
Consistent with contemporary approaches used for understanding schools as 
complex, formal organizations, two dimensions are apparent: person and environment. 
From a psychological perspective and at a high, conceptual level, Lewin’s (1947) force- 
field theory provides a useful and generally applicable conception for understanding 
behavior. From a social systems perspective, Getzel and Guba’s (1957) social systems
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theory of organizational behavior further specifies essential elements of two dimensions 
(institutional and individual) which are consistent with general conceptions of Lewin’s 
person and environment variables. Owens and Steinhoff’s (1976) sociotechnical 
orientation provides further specification of key features of personal and environmental 
variables represented in Lewin’s (1947) and Getzel and Guba’s (1957) conceptions of 
behavior. Each of these are broadly discussed in the following sections.
Lewin’s Force-Field Theory 
Kurt Lewin provides a parsimonious, yet widely applicable, theory that seems 
useful in organizing a host of variables related to human behavior. Influenced by 
Gestalt psychology, Lewin (1947) conceptualized individual behavior as resulting from 
a person’s perception of the totality of facts within his/her psychological and physical 
environment at any specified moment in time. That is, the individual behavior (B) of 
a person can be explained as an interactive function of personal variables (P) and 
environmental variables (E): B = f(P, E).
In his development of a force field theory of personality, Lewin also incorporated 
the notion of individual behavior responding to the psychological environment in ways 
that attempt to balance opposing valences or forces (i.e., driving forces and restraining 
forces) to maintain psychological equilibrium (Boring, 1950; Hall & Lindzey, 1978; 
Mischel, 1971; Sahakian, 1968). Given Lewin’s concept of individual behavior, an 
individual’s reality is grounded in his/her total perceptions of the psychological and 
physical environment at a given point in time. Individual behavior is influenced by and 
results from these perceptions of the environment that form an individual’s sense of
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reality. By analogy and at a high level of abstraction, teachers’ and principals’ behavior 
might be explained by a set of personal variables and a set of environmental variables.
In school organizations, for example, every teacher has a particular and unique 
set of personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender, ethnic/cultural background, educational 
level, teaching experience, values, beliefs, set of role orientations and so on). Likewise, 
each school has a unique set of contextual or environmental characteristics (e.g., student 
clientele, physical resources, school climate, organizational structure and so on). 
Therefore, according to Lewin’s theory, a teacher’s behavior in one school setting would 
be different than his/her behavior in a different school setting.
For example, a teacher who has a highly professional role orientation may be 
very open to change and innovation in a school characterized as having unlimited 
resources, students from high socio-economic backgrounds, a collegial and collaborative 
faculty, and strong, purposeful leadership. However, in a school characterized as having 
very few resources, students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds, an apathetic and 
disjointed faculty, and weak, non-directive leadership, this teacher may be more or less 
receptive to suggestions for change and innovation, because of the different contextual 
variables or characteristics that interact with personal variables.
Taking the example one step further, in each school setting, there may be 
particular changes or particular times when the teacher is more receptive or more 
resistant to change because of the combination of his/her present state of personal 
characteristics and his/her resulting perceptions of environmental variables at those 
particular moments in time. Thus, an individual teacher’s receptivity to change in each
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school setting would be explained by Lewin’s theory as resulting from interactions 
between his/her individual personality and the different environmental characteristics 
unique to each school setting at any particular moment in time.
Such an example could be altered slightly to examine the behavior of any other' 
individual in schools as well. For example, if it were assumed that the principal 
leadership style previously described for each school setting was evidenced by the same 
individual person, once again this behavior could be explained by Lewin’s theory as a 
result of the interaction of individual, personal characteristics of the principal and the 
different environmental characteristics of each school setting at any particular point in 
time. Lewin’s theory would suggest that there may be times when the principal’s 
leadership style is more or less proactive and strategic, depending upon his/her present 
state of personal characteristics and how these influence his/her perception of the 
particular situation at that given point in time. In this sense, then, Lewin theorizes that 
an individual’s behavior results from one’s present perception of the environment, rather 
than any given physical condition or event.
Lewin’s theory conceptualizes individual behavior as resulting from the 
interaction between personal and environmental variables in terms of a functional 
equation that is parsimonious and straightforward. Although the theory is simple and 
can broadly account for a wide variety of situations, it does not identify specific 
variables (e.g., bureaucratic and professional orientations, or principal change facilitator 
style) within the general class of person or environment reflected in the equation.
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Lewin’s theory also emphasizes intrapersonal or psychological perceptions and 
conceptualizes behavior as resulting from a non-recursive and reciprocal relationship 
between these two variables, rather than interactions within and among personal and 
environmental variables. Given contemporary understandings of schools as complex, 
formal organizations (Hoy & Miskel, 1987; Katz, 1964; Owens, 1987), it seems that 
Lewin’s theory does not adequately reflect the multiplicity and complexity of 
relationships between specific individual, social and organizational variables influencing 
teacher receptivity to change. Therefore, it seems appropriate to expand Lewin’s 
functional equation for behavior in a way that more specifically describes the interactive 
nature of individual and collective behavior within schools as formal, complex, social 
systems. By considering individual and collective behavior within an framework 
depicting organizations as complex, social systems, specific variables (e.g., bureaucratic 
and professional role orientations, principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to change) may be identified and systematically studied. To do so, suggests 
expanding the conceptual model to include sociological perspectives of organizational 
behavior as well.
Getzels and Guba’s Social Systems Theory 
One sociological perspective that seems useful in understanding behavior within 
organizations is Getzels and Guba’s social systems theory. Consistent with Lewin’s 
conception of behavior, Getzels and Guba (1957) provide a theoretical framework which 
explains organizational behavior as the result of the interaction between two dimensions: 
institutional/nomothetic and individual/idiographic. In this theoretical framework the
44
institutional dimension is highly similar to Lewin’s environmental variables, while the 
individual dimension is comparable to Lewin’s personal variables.
As depicted in Figure 1, behavior (B) within the Internal Societal Environment 
is described as a function of the interaction of role (R) and personality (P): B = f(R x 
P). As the institution strives to fulfill its needs through prescribed roles and 
expectations, individuals strive to meet their individual needs in terms of their particular 
personalities. Feedback mechanisms, both internal and external to the organization, 
provide for ongoing and interactive, reciprocal relationships among the various elements 
of the theoretical model.
Thus, Getzels and Guba (1957) further specify human elements of person 
variables conceptualized in Lewin (1947), but do so in a way that embraces more than 
individual behavior. Drawing upon the Lewin’s psychological framework for explaining 
behavior, Getzels and Guba (1957) agree that individuals do not enter the organization 
as "blank slates". Individuals bring with them unique sets of personal beliefs, norms 
and values which, in part, are reflective of their own environments. Person variables 
enter the model represented in Figure 1 as Input, and are reflected as the 
individual/idiographic dimension that contributes to an explanation of an individual’s 
behavior within an organization. For example, teachers and principals come to a school 
organization with preconceived, personal beliefs regarding how they should act and 
interact with others. These individual beliefs contribute to individuals’ perceptions of 
variables such as role orientations (e.g., bureaucratic and/or professional) and personal 
preferences regarding leadership style.
External Societal Environment
Internal Societal Environment
Input
*
Roles
111111111111%
/ 
\ 
/ 
\ •v^Behavior
_____________________ T
| Personality ii
1— .......... ............  "  £ ..............
(Internal Feedback Loop)
I
I
t
I
I
I
Outcomes
(External Feedback Loop)
Figure 1. Structural elements (subsystems) of the organization: Getzels-Guba social systems 
model (1957).
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Within the formal school organization, individuals interact with one another and 
these individual beliefs, norms and values influence, and are influenced by, the 
collective perspective. However, these interactions do not occur in isolation of the 
unique characteristics of the organization. Recognizing that organizational 
characteristics are also influenced by the larger external environment (e.g., community 
and school district), they are also represented in Figure 1 as Input and are reflected as 
the nomothetic dimension of the Internal Societal Environment that contributes to 
explaining individuals’ behaviors. Thus, collective perspectives, are further influenced 
by specific elements or characteristics of the organization (e.g., organizational goals, 
prescribed structures and roles, and resulting expectations).
Thus, because schools are reflected in this model as formal, open and interactive 
social systems that interact with their larger external environments, Getzels and Guba’s 
conception of organizational behavior seems useful in exploring specific, interactive 
relationships between bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change 
facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change. This aspect of behavior (collective 
perspectives) seems an important consideration in relationships among variables within 
school organizational contexts (e.g., teacher receptivity to change and principal change 
facilitator style) and how these two variables might interact and influence one another.
For example, teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional role 
orientations reflect idiographic (personality) as well as nomothetic (organizational) 
dimensions of the social systems theory (Getzels and Guba, 1957). Teachers and 
principals enter school organizations with personal beliefs regarding how they should 
behave and interact with others within the school organization. Within the school
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organization, individuals’ beliefs and perceptions blend with organizational 
characteristics (e.g., goals and expectations), influence organizational perspectives 
regarding how individuals should behave and interact (i.e., informal school norms), and 
reciprocally influence individuals’ role orientations (e.g., bureaucratic and professional). 
For example, Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) found that beginning teachers became more 
bureaucratically oriented as a result of their first year of teaching, particularly beginning 
teachers in secondary school contexts.
This model also has utility for understanding principal change facilitator style 
and teacher receptivity to change in terms of the interaction between 
institutional/nomothetic and individual/idiographic dimensions. For example, Evans
(1988) suggested that there are important relationships among various principal change 
facilitator styles and school effectiveness levels and socioeconomic status of students. 
Kennedy (1973) reported that teachers were more open to being involved in change 
efforts when they had a high professional orientation and worked in schools with low 
organizational profiles. Explanations of these resulting behaviors can be understood in 
terms of Getzels and Guba’s two-dimensional social systems theory.
Despite the utility of the Getzels and Guba model for understanding individuals ’ 
behavior within organizations, it falls short in adequately specifying important 
environmental elements of the organization. For example, in a situation where teachers 
are asked to implement a new reading program, the degree to which teachers are 
receptive to the suggested change and the extent to which it is ultimately incorporated 
into normative school practice may depend more upon the availability of textbooks and
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resource materials than upon organizational structure, role expectations, technical 
expertise or personal needs and preferences of teachers.
Although Getzels and Guba (1957) acknowledge the complex and open nature 
of schools and the influence of organizational characteristics on behavior, the model 
reflects behaviors of individuals within the organization. In the development of a 
comprehensive theoretical conception of planned change, more specific levels of 
abstraction for individual/personal and organizational/environmental variables seem 
necessary to facilitate focused analyses of key personal and environmental variables. 
Likewise, current conceptions of school organizations as complex and unique, interactive 
contexts suggest the need for a conceptual model that is more complex than only two 
dimensions or subsystems. Within personal and interpersonal relationships there are 
subsystems, and within environmental and organizational variables there also appear to 
be subsystems. One perspective that seems to incorporate broad conceptions espoused 
by Lewin (1947) and Getzels and Guba (1957), but at the same time, assumes a more 
complex depiction of schools as complex, formal organizations is Owen and Steinhoff’s 
(1976) sociotechnical perspective of organizational structure and function.
Owens and Steinhoff’s Sociotechnical 
Conception of School Organizations 
Owens and Steinhoff’s (1976) sociotechnical conception of organizational 
structure and function incorporates the four organizational subsystems of task, human, 
structure and technology. While the human subsystem may be viewed as synonymous 
with personal variables, the other three subsystems (task, technology, and structure)
49
might be conceptualized as similar to Lewin’s environmental variables and Getzels and 
Guba’s nomothetic dimension. In the Owens & Steinhoff model, schools are described 
as formal organizations in which simultaneous and interactive relationships occur among 
the four subsystems. The model also incorporates input and output mechanisms and 
feedback loops, which are consistent with elements of the Getzels and Guba model 
shown in Figure 1.
Beginning with the premise that organizations exist for the purpose of achieving 
particular goals or outcomes (Owens, 1987; Owens & Steinhoff, 1976), one would 
assume that the structure and function of the organization would reflect the necessary 
elements to accomplish this task. Thus, an important characteristic of complex 
organizations (e.g., schools) is a subsystem within the organization conceptualized in 
terms of the various tasks necessary to achieve desired outcomes. In one sense, 
teachers’ and principals’ roles in school are defined within this subsystem in terms of 
teaching, supervision and administrative tasks.
Interacting with this subsystem is a subsystem that reflects individual skills (e.g., 
teaching and leadership abilities), values, beliefs and perceptions, role orientations (e.g., 
bureaucratic and professional), and other human elements of the organization. As 
Owens and Steinhoff (1976) point out, the human subsystem is the only one of the four 
subsystems that is affective and nonrational.
Essential elements of organizational structure such as authority, decision-making, 
planning, rules and communication patterns are reflected in the structure subsystem, 
which interacts with the other two previously mentioned subsystems reflecting human
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and task elements. If one considers principal change facilitator style as an example, a 
principal’s use of authority within the school is also influenced by the tasks associated 
with his/her position, as well as personal skills, values, beliefs, and orientations 
regarding roles and leadership style. The fourth subsystem, technology, reflects
the "tools of the trade" and it includes elements of organizational functioning such as 
knowledge and technical expertise, equipment and materials, order, and routine. All 
things considered, teacher receptivity to proposed changes, for example, may be 
significantly influenced by elements within this subsystem. If necessary resources are 
routinely not available, teachers may be resistant to altering normative practice simply 
because they lack the tools of the trade.
Owens and Steinhoff (1976) conceptualize school organizational structure and 
functioning in terms of multiplicative and highly interactive relationships among the 
subsystems, where each subsystem is simultaneously interacting with every other 
subsystem. Since the four subsystems are interdependent, a significant change in one 
subsystem means some adaptation in the other subsystems. Given the resiliency of 
traditional school structures to withstand continued efforts to change systemic aspects 
of schools, this sociotechnical conception of schools is supportive of the amoeba-like 
qualities of schools to absorb such change initiatives and maintain homeostasis. How, 
then, can this sociotechnical conception of school organizations explain success in 
planned organizational change?
Reviews of past change efforts suggest that elements within the human 
subsystem are dominant factors that influence and interact with the other three
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subsystems (task, technology, and structure) during periods of organizational change 
(Cohen & Ball, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Punch & McAtee, 1979; Waugh & 
Punch, 1985). Thus, individual beliefs and values (e.g., organizational role orientation), 
formal expectations, and informal norms and values play a critical role in the form and 
function of tasks, technology, and structure within the school organization. The 
conceptual model offered by Owens and Steinhoff (1976) provides greater specificity 
of personal and environmental variables than do conceptions of behavior provided by 
Lewin (1947) and Getzels and Guba (1957). It also reflects a more complex view of 
school organizations in its depiction of the four subsystems. However, the 
sociotechnical model reflect these subsystems as being rather similar in terms of their 
potential for influencing each other.
In light of the literature on planned organizational change in schools (e.g., 
Anderson, 1990; Corbett, et al., 1987; Hall & Hord, 1987), the Owens and Steinhoff 
(1976) model seems to lack adequate emphasis on the strong role played by the human 
subsystem within a highly complex organizational structure. However, a conceptual 
model useful for organizing variables in the study can be constructed by combining 
elements of each of the conceptual frameworks presented (i.e., Lewin, 1947; Getzels & 
Guba, 1957; Owens & Steinhoff, 1976). This combined model highlights the study 
variables within a context that depicts schools as sociotechnical systems (Owens & 
Steinhoff, 1976) within a social systems model (Getzels and Guba, 1957). In this way, 
organizational complexity can be reflected, while strong human/affective perspectives 
are emphasized as well.
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Synthesis of Conceptual Frameworks 
Three conceptual frameworks have been discussed relative to the development 
of a conceptual model of planned organizational change: force-field theory (Lewin, 
1947), social systems theory (Getzels & Guba, 1957), and sociotechnical systems theory 
(Owens & Steinhoff, 1976). While each theory has limitations, each theory contains 
elements that contribute to a conceptual model of change that is useful for organizing 
the study variables.
Force-field Theory
Lewin (1947) theorized that individual behavior is explained in terms of the 
interaction between personal and environmental variables. Lewin’s theory provides a 
broad, theoretical base on which a conceptual model for examining elements of planned 
organizational change in schools can be constructed, but lacks the specificity of 
important sub-constructs necesary for defining key variables to study. In his theory, two 
critical features were emphasized: 1) intrapersonal or psychological perspectives are 
primary in explaining behavior, and 2) present perceptions, not past experiences or 
historical events, cause behavior. When one considers principal change facilitator style, 
bureaucratic and professional role orientations and teacher receptivity to change, the 
emphasis on personal variables and present perceptions discounts the importance of such 
organizational variables as informal norms and organizational culture. Similarly, 
behavior is explained in terms of a unidimensional, non-recursive and reciprocal model 
and no accommodation is made for interactions occurring between the individual and 
collective perspectives within the organization (e.g., informal norms). Finally, Lewin
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(1947) does not adequately recognize the important role played by past experiences and 
events that have been shown in the literature to significantly impact behavior through 
the formation and alteration of individual and collective beliefs, values and perceptions 
(e.g., Corbett, et al., 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1986).
Social Systems Theory
Getzels and Guba’s (1957) theory provides enhancement of the Lewin’s person - 
environment explanation of behavior with a two-dimensional model 
(individual/idiographic and institution/nomothetic dimensions). While individual 
personalities, collective perspectives and organizational influences are reflected in the 
idiographic and nomothetic dimensions of the Getzels and Guba theory, the theory does 
not adequately reflect the simultaneous and interactive nature of the person/human 
subsystem with more specific descriptions of the various aspects of organizational 
structure and functioning. For example, to conceptualize the study variables 
(bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to change), one cannot explain these in terms of either idiographic or 
nomothetic dimensions, as they are represented by the interaction of the two dimensions 
and are reflected in the Behavior element reflected in Figure 1. Therefore, while the 
model may be useful in understanding these variables independent of one another, it 
offers little utility in explaining simultaneous relationships among these variables. 
Sociotechnical Systems Theory
Owens and Steinhoff (1976) provide a rather comprehensive conception of school 
organizational behavior and functioning, and reflect them as complex and highly
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interactive, formal organizations. As previously mentioned, the use of four, 
interdependent subsystems is useful in understanding simultaneous relationships between 
the study variables. However, the model is somewhat limited in that it represents the 
interactive influences among these subsystems as commensurate, when the literature on 
planned organizational change suggests that human or affective factors play a highly 
significant role in effecting school organizational change.
Finally, each of the models describes reciprocal or interactive processes as 
explanations of particular outcomes (e.g., behavior or goal achievement). In this study, 
while outcomes are recognized as a terminal element in a conception of planned 
organizational change, the primary focus is on examining important elements of the 
process of change. Thus, a conceptual model for organizing variables is needed that 
emphasizes the interaction among these variables within the context of change processes. 
Combined Sociotechnical within Social Systems Model
An important feature of a combined sociotechnical-within-social systems 
framework, reflected in Figure 2, is the greater emphasis given to the complex, 
interactive and humanistic/cultural nature of schools. The Owens and Steinhoff (1976) 
conceptual framework seems to highlight the complex, simultaneous and interactive 
influences within and among each of the four subsystems, while a social systems 
perspective emphasizes the critical influence of personal/individual variables (e.g., 
perceptions, intentions and behaviors) that may be among the most important elements 
in achieving successful planned organizational change. As shown in Figure 2, the model 
depicts an interactive organizational context that seems useful in examining relationships
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between bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change facilitator style and 
teacher receptivity to change. Key elements in the model include: 1) personal
variables; 2) organizational context variables (e.g., task, technology, structure, student 
clientele, and so on); 3) collective perspectives (i.e., informal norms, values, and 
attitudes); 4) the study variables and simultaneous interactions occurring among them; 
5) the conceptualized influence of these variables on the overall process of change; 6) 
desired outcomes anticipated as a result of planned change efforts; and 7) feedback 
loops representing the reciprocal and interactive features of the overall model.
For this study, analyses focused on relationships among bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to 
change as depicted in a conceptual framework (Figure 2) that has been based on a 
synthesis of psychological (Lewin, 1947) and social systems conceptions of behavior 
(Getzels & Guba, 1957), and sociotechnical systems theory of organizational functioning 
(Owens & Steinhoff, 1976) as previously described. This conceptual model is described 
in the section that follows.
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A Conceptual Framework for Examining Relationships Between Bureaucratic and
Professional Orientations. Teachers’ Perceptions of Principal Change Facilitator Style 
and Teacher Receptivity to Planned Organizational Change
The conceptual model2 depicted in Figure 2 uses present conceptions of the 
above constructs in an attempt to expand the nomological networks (Cronbach & Meehl, 
1955) presendy supporting these study variables. Inherent in the model shown in Figure 
2 is the recognition of multiple individual, social, and organizational factors that 
function in complex and simultaneously interactive relationships to influence planned 
organizational change in schools.
Personal Variables
Personal variables have been identified as key elements in each of the conceptual 
frameworks previously discussed. These have been placed in the model on the far left 
and are shown as input variables. The model acknowledges that each person in a school 
organization brings with him/her certain knowledge, abilities, beliefs and values. The 
broken double arrow connecting personal variables and the rest o f the model suggests 
that some personal variables may change over time as a result of an individual’s 
association with a particular school organization (e.g., role orientation, beliefs, attitudes, 
and so on). For example, as an individual begins to identify with a particular school 
and becomes familiar with other individuals in the school, individual beliefs and
2The reader should note that this model does not represent a specific theory of planned 
organizational change or teacher receptivity to planned change, but only serves as a 
conceptual guide for explicating and investigating relationships among identified 
variables in the study.
----- 1
cL O
a (2
Degree
of
*  Planned 
Change 
(Process)
n o r m s ,  v a l u e s  &—  (>| X I \
a t t i t u d e s
CQ
Teacher 
Receptivity 
to Change
Principal
Change
Facilitator
Style
Principal's 
Orientation 
(Bureaucratic 
& Professional)
Teacher's 
Orientations 
(Bureaucratic 
& Professional)
Persona!
Variables
(e.g. 
rale orientation, 
belief, values, 
attitude, age, 
gender, 
experience,^  
organizational 
affiliation 
etc.)
Outcomes 
(eg., student 
achievement, 
attendence, 
organizational 
effectiveness, 
etc.)
T
I
i
Ij
Figure 2. Conceptual model for study variables: Relationships between bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, principal change facilitator style, and teacher receptivity to change.
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perceptions may influence, and be influenced by, the collective set of beliefs, values, 
and norms within the school. Such interactive relationships contribute to the 
development of informal, organizational norms or culture that guide how organizational 
members (e.g., teachers and principals) view "who we are" and "how we do things 
around" (Corbett, et al., 1987). Thus, one might describe such relationships among 
organizational members’ personal characteristics as a "give and take" process or a 
balancing act between individual and collective beliefs, norms, and values. 
Organizational Context Variables
Organizational context variables, which include key elements associated with 
Owens and SteinhofFs (1976) organizational subsystems (e.g., task, structure, 
technology) and other variables (e.g., student clientele) may serve to screen or alter 
individuals beliefs, values, and perceptions. For example, a teacher’s beliefs about 
students’ abilities may be altered by the nature of student clientele attending the school, 
as people sometimes automatically associate low socioeconomic status with low student 
achievement.
Informal Norms. Values, and Attitudes
Organizational characteristics interact with personal/individual variables and 
contribute to the development of informal norms, values, and attitudes (i.e., 
organizational culture) among members in the organization. Interactions between 
personal beliefs and values (e.g., role orientations) and organizational characteristics 
(e.g., availability, allocation, and specificity of various subsystem elements for task, 
technology, and structure) result in the development of informal norms and values (i.e.,
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organizational culture). Corbett, et al. (1987) and Darling-Hammond (1990) suggest that 
the influence of organizational culture may be particularly critical during periods of 
planned organizational change in schools.
Informal norms, values, and attitudes are reflective of Getzels and Guba’s (1957) 
institutional/nomothetic dimension and Owens and SteinhofFs (1976) human subsystem. 
This collective individual/organizational perspective directly influences, and is 
influenced by, teachers’ and the principal’s beliefs and values.
Bureaucratic and Professional Role Orientations
Consistent with social systems theory, no two individuals (e.g., teachers and 
principals) in the same situation behave in same way. As explained in the Getzels and 
Guba’s (1957) conception of individuals’ organizational behavior, each person has a 
different personality and set of needs that seem to influence the roles that are occupied 
within the organization (e.g., school). Influenced by both personal orientations and the 
organizational context in which teachers and the principal interact, organizational 
members (i.e., teachers and the principal) perceive their roles in terms of varying 
degrees of bureaucratic and professional orientations. Thus, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations are reflective of both idiographic and nomothetic dimensions 
(Getzels & Guba, 1957), and they are nested within organizational context variables of 
task, structure, technology, and human subsystems (Owens & Steinhoff, 1976).
Initial findings of Corwin (1965, 1970) and Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) suggest 
a typology of bureaucratic and professional orientations that is useful in understanding 
teachers’ beliefs and perceptions regarding organizational roles. Simply said, a
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professional act is grounded in professional knowledge; whereas, bureaucratic acts are 
justified by compliance with rules and regulations prescribed by the organization. The 
dichotomy lies in the source of control: professional acts represent professional
expertise and autonomy, and bureaucratic acts represent organizational discipline and 
control (Corwin, 1965; Corwin, 1970; Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985; Hoy & Miskel, 
1987; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974).
As shown in Figure 2 by dotted lines and double arrows, teachers’ and the 
principal’s role orientations may influence changes in one another, but such influences 
may be filtered by the informal norms and values or organizational culture of the 
organization. Thus, a principal’s role orientation is reciprocally interactive with his/her 
change facilitator style, as is his/her leadership style reciprocally interactive with the 
informal norms and values of the organization.
For example, a principal, new to the school, may approach initiation of a new 
program in a very authoritarian and efficient manner within the school. This style of 
leadership may be strongly influenced by the principal’s beliefs regarding absolute 
administrative authority, emphasis on productivity and efficiency, and personal 
assumptions regarding teachers’ loyalty and subordination to the school administration 
(i.e., bureaucratic orientation). However, when this principal initiates the new program, 
teachers perceive these actions as completely opposed to "the way we do things around 
here" and they choose not to comply with the administrative directive. Depending upon 
how the principal interprets teachers’ responses (or lack of responses), future leader 
behavior will be adjusted in some way.
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A similar relationship may involve teachers’ bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and their perceptions of receptivity to change. For example, teachers who 
are highly oriented toward the organization (i.e., bureaucratic) and highly professionally 
oriented, may be very receptive to new ideas and efforts to change elements of the 
school organization, and may desire or require little direction or supervision when 
change efforts are initiated. However, if their work is closely scrutinized and teachers 
are not allowed to proceed autonomously, then future receptivity to change may be 
negatively influenced. In terms of understanding teacher receptivity to change, it seems 
that bureaucratic and professional orientations are key variables in this model. 
Principal Change Facilitator Style
Leader behavior has been well-documented in the school improvement and 
school effectiveness literature as an important mediating variable in effecting successful 
organizational change in schools (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Brookover, et al., 
1977; Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Hall & Hord, 
1987; Hall & George, 1988).
Bossert, et al. (1982) and Hallinger and Murphy (1985), have raised questions 
regarding whether or not any specified set of effective leader behaviors can be 
universally applied across the wide range of school contexts. However, Hall, et al., 
(1984) suggested that difficulties in understanding leadership behavior are a consequence 
of not examining it in specific enough contexts. Anderson (1990), Hall, et al. (1984), 
and Hall and Hord (1987) suggest that principal leadership style in specific contexts of 
school change is a fairly stable phenomena, and that much can be gained by focusing
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investigations on these specific situations. Hall and his associates refer to leadership in 
this type of organizational context as change facilitator style.
Hall and Hord (1987) have identified three change facilitator styles: Initiators, 
Managers and Responders. Initiator style principals have been described as the most 
effective and are characterized as having a clear sense of vision, being directly and 
intensely involved in change efforts and communicating clearly defined goals and high 
expectations. Managers are characterized as being concerned with good relations and 
smooth administration of the school, while Responders are described as deferring 
decisions and discretion to others and acting in ways that are reactionary, rather than 
goal-oriented.
Supportive of the conceptual model depicted in Figure 2, Wimpleberg, et al.
(1989) suggest that consideration of multiple and complex organizational interactions 
in schools is important for understanding key elements of school effectiveness and 
corresponding, contextually appropriate leader effectiveness. Still others, (e.g., Ellett 
& Walberg, 1979) have theorized that principals’ behaviors are influenced by school 
context variables (e.g., teachers, students, parents, organizational structure, and so on) 
and that principals’ behaviors are a result of interactive and reciprocal relationships with 
these context variables. Consistent with these conceptualizations of principal leadership, 
the model depicts principal change facilitator style as being influenced by degrees of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations, and informal norms, values and attitudes.
Dotted lines and double arrows between the principal and teachers represent the 
reciprocal and interactive relationships among individuals within the organization.
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While formal and informal norms, interpersonal relationships, tasks, technology, and 
organizational structure all influence these interactions, specific attention is given to the 
principal’s and teachers’ role orientations (bureaucratic and professional) in terms of 
their influence on teacher receptivity to change and principal change facilitator style in 
the school organization.
Principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change are depicted 
in the model as variables which directly interact with one another, and jointly influence 
the degree of planned change experienced within a school (implementation and 
incorporation processes). The extent to which teachers and the principal are successfully 
involved in the processes of change impact the final element in the model, which is 
desired or anticipated outcomes (e.g., student achievement, student attendance, overall 
organizational effectiveness). This direct relationship is reflected in the model with a 
solid line and unidirectional arrow.
Although this model depicts complex relationships among person and contextual 
variables present in schools, it is important to note that this study only focuses on 
several key variables selected from a larger group of variables that may be influencing 
planned organizational change. For example, teachers’ perceptions of performance 
efficacy could be examined in place of teacher receptivity to change. Teachers’ and/or 
the principal’s needs for affiliation and achievement could have been variables studied 
in place of bureaucratic and professional role orientations as they may relate to change 
facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change. Thus, the conceptual model seems
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to have utility in examining complex and interactive relationships between other teacher 
and principal variables and planned organizational change in schools.
As originally described in Chapter 1, variables investigated in this study include 
bureaucratic and professional orientations, principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to change. Therefore, the model is used to investigate relationships between 
the study variables that have been conceptualized in ways that suggest the following:
1. Teacher receptivity to change, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and 
teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style are constructs that 
independently and interactively influence planned organizational change outcomes.
2. Personal variables are only one subset of factors influencing planned 
organizational change and reciprocally influence other environmental factors.
3. Behaviors of organizational members within the school organization (e.g., 
principal, teachers and students) are not independent of overall organizational 
functioning and they are nested within the interactive arrangements between the 
nomothetic and idiographic dimensions of the organization.
4. Variables depicted in this model are highly interactive and influence the 
larger set of individual, social, and organizational variables represented in a more 
comprehensive framework depicting social systems and sociotechnical perspectives of 
schools as complex, formal organizations.
Summary
Chapter 2 presented a discussion of conceptual frameworks undergirding the 
organization of the variables in this study. Since no comprehensive, theoretical
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conception of organizational change is available to guide theory-based research in this 
area, a conceptual model was developed based upon psychological (Lewin) and 
sociological (Getzels and Guba) conceptions of individual and organizational behavior. 
In addition, a sociotechnical perspective of school organizations (Owens & Steinhoff, 
1976) was incorporated into the conceptual model in an attempt to reflect the complexity 
of school organizational structure and functioning. Key elements in understanding 
teacher receptivity to change selected for this study were principals’ leadership style, 
termed change facilitator style (Hall & Hord, 1987), and teachers’ and principals’ 
bureaucratic and professional role orientations.
While there has been much attention directed toward educational reform and 
planned change efforts in schools, little empirical evidence is available regarding the 
investigation of the variables in the study. Variables in the study have been shown to 
contribute to understanding teacher receptivity to change when considered independently 
of one other; however, no prior studies are know that have attempted to examine these 
variables in concert. If significant relationships are found among these variables, then 
information will be available to enhance our understanding of teacher receptivity to 
change, as well as to expand the nomological network (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955) for 
planned organizational change in schools, principal change facilitator style, and the 
influence of bureaucratic and professional orientations on teachers’ and principals’ role 
behavior in schools.
Chapter 3 presents a review of related literature. It begins with a general 
historical overview of the research on planned change, with sections that follow on
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teacher receptivity to change, principal change facilitator style, and bureaucratic and 
professional orientations.
CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Contemporary views recognize schools as complex, formal organizations faced 
with frequent and recurring calls for reform (Cuban, 1988, 1990; Murphy, 1989). 
Reform initiatives typically involve attempts to alter both structures and beliefs within 
the school organization, regardless of whether these efforts originate from the school’s 
external (e.g., policy or procedural mandate) or internal environment (e.g., within-school 
changes to meet the needs of changing school clientele). Despite interest in reform or 
planned organizational change in schools, understanding this process has been hampered 
by a lack of a universally accepted, comprehensive, theoretical conception of planned 
organizational change in schools.
In an effort to expand the nomological networks (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) for 
planned organizational change, this study focused on relationships among teacher 
receptivity to change, principal change facilitator style, and bureaucratic and professional 
orientations. Chapter 3 includes literature reviews pertinent to each of these study 
variables. These reviews reflect the conceptual scope of the study, as presented in 
Chapters 1 and 2. They were also instrumental in the development of the conceptual 
model (Figure 2) and research questions used to guide this study.
Chapter 3 begins with a historical overview of the study of planned 
organizational change. This is followed by a review of related literature for each of the 
study variables: 1) teacher receptivity to change, 2) principal change facilitator style, 
and 3) bureaucratic and professional orientations.
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6 8
Planned Organizational Change: Understood or Not?
Historical Overview
Change is so much a part of human activity that it often goes unnoticed. In 
organizations, change affects virtually every aspect of structure and function, both in 
instances of planned and purposeful movement, as well as natural evolutionary and 
diffusion processes that occur in response to organizational needs to adapt and respond 
to societal demands (Griffiths, 1964; Hoy & Miskel, 1987; Owens, 1987; Owens & 
Steinhoff, 1976).
Paul Mort, an early and avid student of educational change in the United States, 
reported in the late 1950’s that there seemed to be a pattern in the diffusion of new 
ideas and technologies. Reflecting on initiatives and school-level responses to 
organizational change, Mort and Ross (1957) reported that schools typically lagged more 
than 25 years behind currently espoused "best" practice. In fact, Mort (1958) reported 
that approximately fifteen years were necessary to achieve a 3% adoption of an 
innovation and that a lag of approximately fifty years was typical for an innovation to 
become generally incorporated into everyday school practice.
Although life in schools has changed since the 1950’s (e.g., new curriculum, new 
technologies, and changing student clientele), these findings may still apply regarding 
actual adoption and diffusion/incorporation rates of school-level innovations and change 
efforts in American public schools today. Cuban (1988, 1990) and others (e.g., Cohen 
& Ball, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Rowan, 1990) suggest that 
frequent and concerted attempts to improve and/or alter key features of American
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schools and classrooms have resulted in little change in the traditional structures and 
operations of schools. Much like giant amoebas, school organizations tend to absorb 
the effects of innovation and change efforts, and retain their basic original shape and 
structure. According to Cuban (1990), schools and classrooms look virtually the same 
as they did more than a hundred years ago.
Murphy (1989) contends that more success has been achieved than one may 
realize at first glance. By using a different lens, Murphy (1989) suggests that our 
understanding of reform and planned organizational change in schools may be enhanced. 
Past accounts of change initiatives have focused primarily on measuring the effects or 
outcomes of change in schools, not the process of change.
Early works by Rogers (1962), Bennis, et al. (1969) and Havelock (1973) 
provide examples of the interest and efforts focused on developing knowledge and 
strategies for dealing with instances of organizational change. Others, such as Coch and 
French (1948), Festinger (1957) and Lewin (1947), focused on issues dealing with 
individual attitudes and behaviors related to resistance when faced with change. More 
recent examples include Hall and Hord (1987), Huberman and Miles (1984), Joyce 
(1990), and Smith and Andrews (1989). Thus, levels of interest in school organizational 
change are not waning.
In the past several decades, much has been written about a variety of change 
strategies and models. Such strategies and models have included research, development 
and diffusion (RD&D) models (Havelock, 1973; Owens, 1987; Paul, 1977), 
organizational development strategies (OD) (English, 1975; Goodlad, 1975; Owens,
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1987; Owens and Steinhoff, 1976), social interaction strategies (Paul, 1977; Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971), and linkage models (e.g. Concerns Based Adoption Model [CBAM]) 
(Hall & Hord, 1987; Paul, 1977). Giacquinta (1973) contends, as do others (e.g., 
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Murphy,-1989; Waugh and Punch, 1987), that many studies 
of planned change involving such models or strategies have examined the effects of 
planned change efforts, rather than systematically studying (e.g., test hypotheses) 
relationships among variables related to planned organizational change. Thus, past 
investigative efforts have contributed little to systematically and conclusively 
understanding the process of planned organizational change in schools.
Efforts to build a comprehensive, theoretical conception of planned organizational 
change in schools have also been be hampered by the sources and processes used for 
data collection in studies. For example, much of the literature on organizational change 
(particularly in schools) reflects data collection methods that include case studies, 
interviews, and self-report questionnaires pertaining to the effects of change efforts (e.g. 
Corbett, Dawson & Firestone, 1984; Goodlad, 1975; Hall & Hord, 1987; Joyce, Hersch 
& McKibben, 1983; Rossman, et al., 1988).
Firestone, et al. (1988), Giacquinta (1973) and Paul (1977) have raised validity 
questions about research findings when the data source is primarily the change agent, 
because the potential for bias and subjectivity of data are of concern. Paul (1977) 
cautions that to ask change effort participants to objectively report the extent to which 
behavior or performance has changed in terms of the innovation is expecting too much 
of individuals who are behaviorally, emotionally, and socially involved with the change.
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He asserts that ”[f]aith in questionnaire items for measuring implementation is 
unfounded and unfortunately widespread" (p. 58). This concern seems to intensify when 
other, more objective, data are not available to corroborate conclusions.
A number of past investigations have utilized more qualitative research 
methodology (e.g. case studies and field observations). As a result, few statistical 
analyses of data are available to compare findings and draw more general conclusions. 
Comparisons between studies and findings seem further complicated by wide variability 
among studies in terms of such elements as conceptual definitions, types of change 
efforts and unique features of each research design (Firestone & Corbett, 1988; 
Giacquinta, 1973; Paul, 1977). While the qualitative richness of data is valuable, 
quantitative data collection and statistical analyses also seem necessary to identify 
important factors and relationships that may exist among key variables related to 
planned organizational change (Giacquinta, 1973; Paul, 1977). What does seem clear 
from past research is the need to consider more fully the contextual and cultural fiber 
of individual and collective membership interactions within the internal organizational 
environment, as well as the larger, external environment (Cohen & Ball, 1990; Darling- 
Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Firestone & Corbett, 1988). Thus, both qualitative 
and quantitative analyses are important for theory development regarding planned 
organizational change in schools.
Results of past studies of organizational change in schools suggest that behavior 
changes occur before changes in beliefs, understandings, and attitudes (Fullan, 1985, 
1990; Hall & Hord, 1987, Rallis, 1990; Richardson, 1990). For example, individuals
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(e.g., teachers, principals, and other school personnel) may begin by "going through the 
motions" and complying with implementation directives associated with a new change 
effort in a school. Later, as they become more comfortable and experienced with new 
way(s) of doing things, personal and cognitive attention shifts to contemplating and 
understanding the results of their actions (e.g., the effect on students’ learning), 
ultimately resulting in changes in school normative patterns, belief structures, and 
attitudes. However, changes in established beliefs, values and attitudes seem necessary 
for planned change to become part of professional practice and the everyday life of 
schools (Bennis, et al., 1969; Fullan, 1981, 1982, 1985; McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1988).
Elmore (1987) and Rowan (1990) suggest that teachers play a critical role in 
whether or not standard modes of practice are truly altered as a result of planned change 
initiatives. Understanding the impact of teacher beliefs and organizational norms seems 
critically important, particularly when planned change efforts target systemic aspects of 
school organizational structures and functions (e.g., teaching methodology, curriculum, 
decision-making processes, teacher authority, and teacher autonomy). Thus, it seems 
that planned organizational change might be better understood from perspectives held, 
by particular organizational members (e.g., teachers) in the school, rather than from 
general, school-wide perspectives.
From a political perspective, Darling-Hammond (1990) contends that teachers 
often fill information gaps regarding proposed planned organizational change with 
already established knowledge and perceptions with which they are familiar and 
comfortable. For example, when externally-imposed changes result from policy or
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procedural mandates, teachers may not have been fully informed, or do not fully 
understand or agree with, underlying motivations of these policies and/or procedures. 
Teachers’ levels of understanding and/or agreement with the externally imposed 
mandate, in turn, influence the manner and vigor with which they perceive and make 
purposeful attempts at implementing specified planned organizational changes. Thus, 
teachers and other school personnel interpret policy in terms of their unique educational 
context, beliefs, values, and attitudes which shape, and are shaped by, the organizational 
context in which they work. Thus, as Darling-Hammond (1990) points out, there is a 
critical need to study the important elements of two key features for understanding 
planned organizational change in schools: 1) processes of change, and 2) perceptions 
of teachers regarding change initiatives. Teachers’ perceptions of change efforts might 
also be conceptualized in terms of their receptivity to change in schools.
Although some individuals may agree with conceptions of receptivity to change 
grounded in bases of resistance and strategies to reduce levels of resistance (e.g. 
Festinger, 1957; Lewin, 1947), others have suggested that teachers do not automatically 
resist change (Hopkins, 1990; Lieberman & Miller, 1984). For example, Rossman, et 
al., (1988) suggest that the notion of teacher resistance is no longer prevalent in the 
current literature because teachers seem to take a neutral position, are generally 
cooperative and typically tolerate change and innovation in schools — as long as the 
demands of time and energy are reasonable.
Hopkins (1990) and Kaslow (1974) suggest that the manner in which planned 
change is introduced and the "fit" of proposed implementation with teacher personality
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and role preferences influence the intensity and directionality (positive or negative) of 
receptivity toward proposed planned change. Still others, (e.g., Corbett, et al., 1987; 
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Punch & McAtee, 1979; Shujaa, 1990a, 1990b; Waugh, 1983; 
Waugh & Punch, 1985, 1987) suggest that teacher receptivity toward change is 
influenced by individual perceptions of school organizational roles, formal organizational 
structure, and organizational culture (e.g., established informal norms, beliefs and 
values). Thus, the nature of particular change efforts and how these are perceived by 
teachers and others in schools as fitting in or challenging established beliefs and patterns 
of behavior, influence the degree and manner in which they are received (or rejected).
Reform initiatives of the 1960’s and 1970’s focused primarily on surface-level 
changes (e.g., materials, equipment, enhanced facilities), referred to first-order or first- 
wave reforms. Current reform initiatives target primarily systemic aspects of school 
organizational structure and function, termed second-order or second-wave reforms 
(Cuban 1988; Murphy, 1989). Relationships between teachers’ perspectives regarding 
these second-wave, systemic reforms and the degree to which changes become long- 
lasting and incorporated into everyday school practice seem critical to the development 
of a conceptual framework for understanding planned organizational change in schools.
Current Focus of Efforts to Study Planned Organizational Change 
New age, or second-wave, reforms are viewed by some individuals (e.g., policy­
makers, administrators and external change agents) as being able to transform teacher 
knowledge, beliefs, and actions, and achieve systemic improvement in school 
organizations. However, primary reliance on legislative and policy mandates, new
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curriculum and materials, and short-term inservice activities, without greater attention 
given to the influence of individual and organizational beliefs, values and normative 
practices, will be insufficient to effect long-lasting, normative changes (Darling- 
Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Rowan, 1990; Shujaa, 1990a, 1990b).
Darling-Hammond (1990) notes the importance of talking to teachers and gaining 
insight into their knowledge and orientation toward teaching and learning, and 
organizational roles. This represents a shift in perspective regarding the role and status 
of teachers in reform initiation and implementation. As she points out, little 
conversation took place between reformers, researchers and teachers ten years ago. The 
focus on studying and effecting successful planned change, at that time, seemed to 
remain with policy makers, high level administration and external change agent 
consultants/education reformers. Teachers were not considered active participants and 
change agents, but passive receivers and clients of innovation and change programs.
From these more recent perspectives, teachers are considered active participants 
and important change agents in the overall change process. Based on extensive research, 
Darling-Hammond (1990) concludes that one reason for recurrent failures of past reform 
attempts seems to be that "teachers’ prior learning, beliefs and attitudes....[have been] 
rarely considered as an essential ingredient in the process of teaching itself, much less 
in the process of change...." (p. 238). Further, she states that an "underinvestment in 
teacher knowledge has killed many a reform movement...." (p.239). Thus, it seems that 
a "pendulum swing" has occurred in the study of planned organizational change in 
schools.
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Cuban (1990) suggests that future research efforts should focus on gathering data 
on specific reform efforts and continuing analyses throughout all phases of the change 
process at a variety of organizational levels (e. g. school, district, state, regional, and 
national) in order to better identify contributing factors and enhance understandings of 
their influences on effecting positive planned organizational change in schools. Darling- 
Hammond (1990) and others (e.g., Cohen & Ball, 1990; Eichholz, 1963; Elmore, 1987; 
Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Fullan, 1985, 1990; Richardson, 1990; Smylie & Denny, 
1990; Sykes, 1990) contend that teachers’ prior knowledge, beliefs and values, combined 
with informal norms, are critical factors influencing teachers’ perceptions of change 
initiatives introduced in schools.
Earlier efforts used a single lens or narrow view that focused only on changing 
individual attitudes and behaviors. When desired successes did not occur, the lens was 
re-focused only on organizational variables. Current perspectives now seem to embrace 
both views as being important. Investigations of interactive arrangements between 
individual and organizational variables may hold the key to understanding the complex 
nature of planned organizational change in schools. Thus, the impetus for current 
research efforts seems to be the desire to merge earlier perspectives (individual and 
organizational), so that key elements of planned change processes in schools may be 
examined through multiple, simultaneous, and contextually colored lens (Firestone & 
Corbett, 1988; Murphy, 1989). As current perspectives are refocused, on which 
variables might these lens be focused? One response that seems useful is to turn to the 
literature related to receptivity to change, particularly as it relates to teachers.
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Receptivity to Change 
Fullan (1985, 1990) and Fullan, Bennett, and Rolheiser-Bennett (1990) contend 
that the psychological aspects of individual participants and interactions among these 
individuals are important components of effective planned change efforts in schools. 
Individual and collective reactions provide valuable information for making informed 
decisions that target reform goals (Corbett, et al., 1987; Eubanks & Parish, 1987; Hall 
& Hord, 1987; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 1974; Waugh & Punch, 1985; Willower, 1963). 
Collectively, these attitudes and beliefs reflect shared norms and organizational culture 
that are unique to school organizations in which planned changes occur. In essence, the 
greater the degree to which these beliefs and attitudes (individually and collectively) are 
in conflict with planned change, the greater the degree of resistance. If reform goals are 
to be reasonably met, change processes must take into account and attempt to "fit" or 
"co-exist" with persons’ beliefs, norms, and the established culture of the organization 
(i.e. school) (Corbett et al., 1987; Deal, 1990; Rossman, et al., 1988).
Thus, the literature on planned organizational change in schools is supportive of 
the critical role of individuals (e.g. teachers and principals) in facilitating successful 
reform or change initiatives. Fullan (1985) reiterates this point:
....change at the individual level is a process whereby individuals alter their ways 
of thinking and doing (e.g. teaching in this case). It is a process of developing 
new skills and, above all, of finding meaning and satisfaction in new ways of 
doing things....(1) change takes place over time; (2) the initial stages of any 
significant change always involve anxiety and uncertainty; (3) ongoing technical
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assistance and psychological support assistance are crucial if anxiety is to be 
coped with; (4) change involves learning new skills through practice and 
feedback — it is incremental and developmental; (5)' the most fundamental 
breakthrough occurs when people can cognitively understand the underlying 
conception and rationale with respect to "why this new way works better"; (6) 
organizational conditions within the school (peer norms, administrative 
leadership) and in relation to the school (e.g., external administrative support and 
technical help) make it more or less likely that the process will succeed; and (7) 
successful change involves pressure, but it is pressure through interaction with 
peers and other technical and administrative leaders, (page 396)
Each of the above points made by Fullan involves the individual, his/her beliefs, 
attitudes, effects of interactions with other organizational members, and resulting 
responses to the planned change. As people form sets of beliefs and attitudes, they are 
influenced by others with whom they interact. Similarly, individuals’ beliefs and 
attitudes can be influenced and changed by others’ expressed opinions. People are not 
asocial, and as a result, develop physically, emotionally, socially, and psychologically 
through interactive processes with their environments. At least from a general 
perspective, this seems consistent with Lewin’s force field theory of human behavior (B 
= f[P,E]). Thus, in the educational context, teachers and other educators form individual 
psychological states and resulting beliefs, attitudes, and norms.
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Individual Receptivity to Change 
Albrecht and Carpenter (1976) reported findings which suggest that personal 
attitudes and normative beliefs are interrelated. They further suggest and are supported 
by Zimbardo, Ebbesen, and Maslach (1977), that attitudes are a result of learned 
conceptions based primarily on the interactions and association with significant others. 
Page and Hood (1981) cite the work of Allport (1969), and conclude from their findings 
that attitudes should be interpreted as "mind sets which act to select out information 
which is consistent with existing beliefs and values and to ignore or reinterpret 
contradictory information" (page 187).
Halpin (1966) suggests that individuals have varying needs for affiliation and 
achievement. Individuals with a high need for affiliation may actually create obstacles 
to change to maintain a sense of sameness. Individuals with a high need for 
achievement may be more open and eager for change. In addition to personality 
variables, Kaslow (1974), Giacquinta (1975a) and Kaslow and Giacquinta (1974) report 
results indicating significant relationships between individuals’ perceived status-risks and 
their receptivity to planned change and innovation. Hopkins (1990), Joyce, Bennett and 
Rolheiser-Bennett (1990), and Huberman and Miles (1984) report results that suggest 
the general inclination toward growth and change appears more important than specific 
interest or commitment to content or focus of specified change efforts.
In the past, effective management of planned organizational change included 
successfully responding to individuals’ resistance to change and changing individual 
attitudes (Coch & French, 1948; Lawrence, 1954; Zander, 1962). The earlier works
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of Rokeach (1960) and Festinger (1957) focused primarily on the individual. These 
early efforts, combined with more recent efforts (e.g. Corbett, et al., 1987; Giacquinta, 
1973; Hall & Hord, 1987; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 1974; and Waugh & Punch, 1985), 
offer important contributions that suggest more complex and interactive characteristics 
of change and individuals’ degree of receptivity to planned change within organizations 
(e.g. schools).
The extent to which personal attitudes impact social norms, or vice versa, is not 
clear and probably varies from one situation to the next. Schools are complex 
organizations (Getzels & Guba, 1957; Katz, 1964; Owens & Steinhoff, 1976) and 
initiating and implementing planned change in these contexts are inherently complicated 
(Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Giacquinta, 1973; Waugh & Punch, 1987). Thus, 
consideration of the individual within organizational contexts is important, given the 
large number of reports on facilitating change that support purposeful leadership and 
substantial member participation (Evans, 1988; Giacquinta, 1973, 1975b; Hall & Hord, 
1987; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Joyce, 1990; Little, 1984; McLaughlin & Marsh, 
1979; Punch & McAtee, 1979; Sharan & Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1982; Smith & Andrews, 
1989; Stem & Keislar, 1977; Waugh & Punch, 1987).
Corbett, et al. (1987) found that teachers’ informal, "sacred" norms significantly 
influenced the degree to which teachers were receptive to and engaged in particular 
change efforts. Darling-Hammond (1990), Elmore (1987) and Rowan (1990) suggest 
that teachers may be true gatekeepers of successful planned organizational change in 
schools. If teachers’ beliefs, values and attitudes are influenced by others within the
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school organization (e.g., informal norms and values/organizational culture), then what 
factors seem most important in formulating teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and specifically, 
their receptivity to planned organizational change in schools?
Results reported by Punch and McAttee (1979) suggest that teachers’ positive 
attitudes and support for innovations are enhanced when teachers: (1) are sufficiently 
oriented about the change effort; (2) feel knowledgeable about the processes; (3) are 
knowledgeable about the advantages resulting from the innovation; (4) feel they have 
participated in its development; and (5) are in situations where communication, 
knowledge, and participation are encouraged and evidenced. Based upon these 
observations, it seems that a more fruitful approach to achieving long-lasting success in 
change and reform efforts is through understanding and facilitating teachers’ positive 
inclinations or receptivity to change.
Teacher Receptivity to Change within School Organizations 
Drawing on Lewin’s force-field analysis (Lewin, 1947), teacher receptivity to 
change within a school organization can be conceptualized as a dynamic and complex 
phenomenon. Within a school organization, driving forces (change) and restraining 
forces (resistance) operate and counterbalance each other to maintain a sense of 
psychological and organizational equilibrium. However, during periods of planned 
organizational change in schools, these driving forces become stronger and reflect 
purposeful and planned efforts to alter teachers’ beliefs, informal norms, and/or behavior 
within the organization. When faced with initiatives to change (driving forces), 
individuals respond with varying degrees of resistance (restraining forces) in an effort
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to maintain a sense of equilibrium. Although phenomenally complex, understanding 
how these opposing forces function from an individual’s perspective within the context 
of the organization seems to be at the crux of a clearer understanding of teacher 
receptivity to change ( Corbett, et al., 1987; Elmore, 1987; Getzels & Guba, 1957; 
Giacquinta, 1975a, 1975b; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 1974; Lewin, 1947; McLaughlin, 
1976; Owens, 1987; Rosenblum & Louis, 1981).
For example, in a study involving 30 teachers, Hopkins (1990) found that 
teachers may characteristically have a low tolerance for ambiguity. Although findings 
are far from conclusive, Hopkins (1990), in collaboration with Marilyn Evans, reported 
teachers in the sample to be: (1) "fairly progressive in classroom orientation," (2) "not 
consciously adverse to change," and (3) "being naturally sequential and structured in 
their thinking,....[found] it extremely difficult to break their existing pattern of behaviour 
(sic)" (p. 54-55). He also concluded that when individuals perceive the real world in 
deliberate, methodical, concrete, and prescribed ways, they are not "consciously adverse" 
toward change, but experience more difficulty in coping with change. That is, there 
is strong need to maintain standard modes of practice.
Cheslar, Schmuch, and Lippitt (1963), in their study involving nine schools, 
found that teachers were more receptive when their perceptions regarding proposed 
changes met three conditions: 1) the new ideas/practices were viewed as helpful in 
solving problems that were important to teachers and/or students, 2) planned changes 
were perceived to be easily adaptable to teachers’ personal style of teaching and did not
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appear to require a great investment of additional time and energy, 3) administrators 
were perceived to support the planned change.
Using qualitative research and survey methods, similar accounts have recently 
been obtained from teachers in Louisiana regarding new, statewide teacher assessment 
and certification programs (Chauvin, Loup, Claudet, Hill and Lofton, 1991; Chauvin 
& Ellett, 1990, 1991; Chauvin, Evans & Ellett, 1992; Chauvin, Evans, Ellett & Naik, 
1991). Others (e.g. Charters & Pellegrin, 1973; Evans, 1988; Hall & Hord, 1987; 
Smith & Andrews, 1989; Strother, 1989; and Waugh & Punch, 1985) have found that 
situational variables, and particularly the characteristics of significant others (e.g. the 
principal) also play important roles in teachers’ tolerance for ambiguity and ultimately 
the effects of planned change.
In a comprehensive review of the research on teacher attitudes and attitude 
change, Stem and Keislar (1977) classified innovations as being primarily in one of two 
categories: "organizational" (those affecting structural arrangements of the school
environment) and "instructional" (those pertaining to the teaching and learning process). 
Innovations having to do with teacher accountability (e.g. evaluation of teacher, 
performance based on student achievement outcomes, performance contracting and 
voucher systems) have been cited by Stem and Keislar (1977) as change initiatives that 
generate the greatest amount of negative reactions from teachers, with the most insecure 
teachers exhibiting the most hostile attitudes.
Corbett, et al. (1987) offer a similar report of teachers’ responses to changes that 
modified and increased use of student test scores in decision-making. In this instance,
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some teachers’ assessment of what was relevant in classroom content conflicted with the 
emphasis on improving student test scores. Teachers responded negatively to the 
changes when they realized that decisions were being made based upon student test 
scores, rather than on what they deemed important within the classroom.
Although teachers in Louisiana reported general agreement with performance- 
based assessment and professional development activities, there seemed to be widespread 
consensus that the use of these processes should be limited to certification decisions 
involving new, beginning and non-tenured teachers, and not teachers who already have 
a lifetime certificate (Chauvin & Ellett, 1990, 1991; Chauvin, Evans & Ellett, 1992). 
Elsewhere, similar responses to change efforts were noted by Shujaa (1990a; 1990b). 
Although sampling procedures limited generalization of findings, Shujaa (1990a; 1990b) 
concluded that teachers in this sample were not likely to respond positively to planned 
change when personal rewards and/or occupational norms seem threatened. Although 
teachers were not judged to be resistant, they did respond in self-protecting ways. For 
example, when teachers’ perceptions of change purposes and outcomes differed from 
their beliefs regarding "who we are" and "how we do things" (Corbett, et al., 1987), 
receptivity to change efforts was negatively influenced. Thus, it seems that teacher 
receptivity to change is enhanced when there is congruence among teachers’ beliefs and 
values, established organizational norms, and the planned change effort.
Another perspective offered by Fuller, Wood, Rapoport, and Dombusch (1982), 
relates teacher receptivity to change to teachers’ self-perceptions of efficacy, or 
effectiveness in their roles. Fuller, et al. (1982) suggest that a critical perspective in
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understanding teacher receptivity to planned organizational change in schools is through 
understanding teachers’ self-perceptions regarding organizational efficacy and 
performance efficacy. Organizational efficacy is defined as an individual’s perceived 
feeling of achieving valued outcomes by influencing another individual in a different 
level of the organization. For example, current change initiatives that include elements 
of teacher empowerment or shared decision-making target enhancements in teachers’ 
self-perceptions of organization efficacy. Performance efficacy is defined as an 
individual’s perceived feeling of achieving valued outcomes by performing work tasks 
without having to interact with other staff members of the organization. Similarly, staff 
development and professional development activities that focus on improving teaching 
techniques and classroom management reflect efforts that influence teachers’ self­
perceptions of performance efficacy.
Particularly during periods of planned organizational change when school-wide 
or district-wide reform is in process, Fuller, et al. (1982) contend that teachers’ beliefs 
about efficacy interact with each other and influence individuals’ motivations and 
attitudes (or receptivity) toward impending change in schools. If the perceived impact 
of impending change is one of preventing an individual from achieving valued outcomes 
either in his/her role within the organization ("organizational efficacy") or in performing 
his/her own work tasks (performance efficacy), independent of the organization and 
interaction with other members, then the potential for negative reactions and resistance 
to the innovation is present.
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For example, if teachers perceive a new performance-based teacher assessment 
program as a threat to their roles in a school organization (organizational efficacy), then 
these teachers would probably evidence negative reactions and resistance. However, if 
teachers perceive this new teacher assessment program as enhancing their ability to 
teach and facilitate students’ learning, without significantly interfering with their 
personal teaching style and manner in which they "run their classrooms" (performance 
efficacy), then these teachers would likely perceive the assessment program in positive 
ways. That is, each individual within an organization seeks out ways in which a 
relatively high level of achieving valued outcomes can be obtained ~  organizational or 
performance efficacy. If this can be achieved by working in favor of proposed changes, 
the outcome may very well be positive reception and support for implementation of the 
innovation.
Fuller, et al. (1982) suggest that if neither (organizational or performance 
efficacy) can be achieved within the framework of the proposed change, then resistance 
to the change process is likely. Thus, the specific nature of an innovation, the 
organizational structure of the school or district, as well as various combinations of 
social interactions influence an individual’s ability to achieve efficacy, and contribute 
to his/her response to change efforts (positive or negative receptivity) throughout the 
change process. (Fuller, et al., 1982; Giacquinta, 1973; Willower, 1970).
Planned organizational change that results in behavior change alone does little 
to ensure that lasting change (incorporation) will occur once the change agent’s 
influence and support are withdrawn. However, changing attitudes — personal cognitive
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messages -- appears to facilitate continuation of new practices beyond the adoption and 
implementation stages. These serve to reinforce and maintain incorporation of planned 
change into professional practice and everyday school life (Corbett, et al., 1987; Punch 
& McAttee, 1979).
A number of studies (Corbett, et al., 1987; Elmore, 1987; Huberman & Miles, 
1984; Stem & Keislar, 1977) cite the ability of teachers to adopt change and develop 
new attitudes as directly proportional to the degree to which established values and 
attitudes are embedded and personally held. Based on research findings, Corbett, et al. 
(1987) suggest that attempts to change or alter behaviors that are deeply rooted in the 
organizational culture ("sacred" norms) will fail, either by outright rejection, or by 
subtler means as the process moves beyond adoption and implementation when special 
support systems begin to be withdrawn. That is, the new behaviors will not last, 
because attitudes, or beliefs, were never really changed.
In an intense study of three schools involved in planned organizational change, 
Corbett, et al. (1987) asserted that change/innovation must be able to fit or co-exist with 
existing cultural norms, or the norms must change in order to support lasting effects 
once special supports are withdrawn. In this study, teachers’ responses to change efforts 
in the three schools were influenced by their beliefs and perceptions, and the informal 
norms pertaining to: (1) "the way we do things around here", and (2) "who we are 
around here" (p. 58). Given these two distinctions, any level of planned change has the 
potential of affecting deeply rooted norms embedded in a school’s organizational culture.
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Perceptions about planned change seem to become more intense when the 
planned change targets professional concerns, or "who we are". Bruce Joyce, as cited 
by Brandt (1987) makes this point:
when planned change focuses on encouraging teachers to analyze their own and 
others’ teaching, modifying decision-making practices and curriculum planning, 
this not only targets "how we do things around here", but particularly "who we 
are around here". Attempting to institute such planned changes undoubtedly 
"requires a social change that can ruffle some feathers" (Brandt, 1987, p. 14). 
These findings suggest substantial implications not only for teachers, but for principals 
and other individuals within a school or district who are involved in planned change 
efforts, as well as developers of innovations, internal and external to the system.
Research findings appear to indicate that factors contributing to individuals’ 
feelings about and degree of receptivity to planned change would include their beliefs, 
attitudes, norms, roles in the organization, economic "costs" (time, effort, anti money) 
and socio-political interactions (Corbett, et al., 1987; Elmore, 1987; Giacquinta, 1973; 
Waugh & Punch, 1985). Waugh and Punch (1985), found that situational variables only 
accounted for about 2% of the variance in teacher receptivity to change. However, 
when overall feelings were included as an independent variable, 60% of the variance in 
attitudes about planned change efforts were explained. Their findings suggest that 
overall feelings influence attitudes formed, and that both overall feelings and attitudes 
influence behavior intentions. Although actual behavior demonstrated is indeed a 
concern, and may not always agree with behavior intentions (e.g. in the case of forced
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compliance), individuals’ intended behavior could be considered as synonymous to their 
receptivity to a particular change effort.
These results suggest that teachers’ initial responses (i.e., receptivity) to planned 
organizational change in schools are influenced by their perceptions of the degree to 
which the change effort will alter established, organizational roles, and the degree to 
which their effectiveness in these roles (efficacy) might be affected. Thus, it seems that 
role perceptions may be a significant factor in understanding teacher receptivity to 
planned change.
Role Perceptions and Receptivity to Change 
Giacquinta (1975a, 1975b) and others (e.g. Corwin, 1975; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 
1974) have found that examining individuals’ role perceptions and perceptions of 
corresponding status-risk factors may provide a useful explanation for understanding 
receptivity (acceptance/resistance) to change. Schools are complex social organizations 
composed of formally defined positions (e.g. principal, teacher or student), and each 
position corresponds to a particular role and status. The behaviors of individuals within 
the organization reflect these positions/roles and statuses. Giacquinta (1975a, 1975b) 
and Kaslow and Giacquinta (1974) contend that individuals choose particular roles and 
are motivated to perform in these chosen roles because of perceived role-associated 
perquisites. Such perquisites include both formally defined and informally defined roles 
within the organization (e.g. teacher, colleague), as well as external to the organization 
(e.g. parent, spouse).
Given the multiple roles one may play at varying times, Giacquinta (1975b) 
suggests that, ultimately, individuals act with their own interest in mind. He states, 
people occupy organizational statuses and perform according to certain 
role expectations not only to permit the accomplishment of organizational 
ends, but more importantly for them, to meet their own needs. It is the 
perquisites that accrue to them in their statuses, assuming that their 
performance is proper, that fulfill their personal needs. When an 
innovation that changes one’s status and/or role is introduced, uncertainty 
about the state of these perquisites emerges. The introduction of an 
innovation forces organizational members into a threatening situation in 
which they become preoccupied with estimations of the risks they are
taking in their perquisites were the innovation to be carried out They
think, for example: "Will I lose my job if this thing goes through?" Or 
they may say: "This means a hell of a lot of work for me; is it worth 
it?" (p. 105).
Thus, the degree and direction of receptivity toward change depends upon individuals’ 
role-perceptions, the specific nature of an innovation, and individuals’ perceptions of 
status-risk factors. For example, increased teacher accountability requirements may 
result in high levels of uncertainty and perceived risks for teachers, but virtually 
nonexistent status-risk concerns for school principals. This estimation of perceived risk 
contributes to whether or not an individual will support or resist a particular change 
effort. If a high level of risk is perceived, the planned change will probably be met with
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much resistance, or even blatant rejection; or there may be subtler demonstrations of 
resistance such as reverting to previous practices, once change agents have withdrawn 
(Giacquinta, 1975a, 1975b).
Individual beliefs, role orientations, and organizational norms or culture appear 
to influence the extent to which planned organizational change is successfully 
incorporated into everyday practice and school life. For example, an individual’s 
receptivity to a particular planned change appears to be related to the perceived impact 
on "how we do things around here" and "who we are" (Corbett, et al., 1987), which is 
reflective of one’s role and status within organization. These considerations are 
supported by the findings and conclusions reported in Giacquinta (1973, 1975a, 1975b), 
Kaslow and Giacquinta (1974) and Corwin (1975).
In a study involving school district personnel’s receptivity to introduction of sex 
education, for example, Giaquinta (1975a) found school board members to perceive the 
greatest risks and were the most resistant. Classroom teachers, conversely, perceived 
low levels of risk and were less resistant. Another study, conducted by Kaslow and 
Giacquinta (1974) involved university faculty members and a variety of proposed 
planned changes. Similar findings related to the role of status-risk factors were reported. 
Discounting personality factors, Kaslow and Giacquinta (1974) found that: (1)
receptivity to change was innovation specific, and (2) individual receptivity to the 
planned change was dependent upon perceived risks relative to specific innovations, 
given the person’s status within the organization.
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Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) found that receptivity, related to role and 
status factors, may change over the course of planned change efforts. For example, 
while individuals (e.g. teachers) may respond positively at the adoption/initiation stage, 
threats to perquisites may become more apparent as they learn more about the specifics 
of the planned change, and result in increasing levels of resistance during later stages 
(e.g. implementation and/or incorporation). Therefore, different planned change efforts 
will elicit correspondingly different levels of receptivity, depending upon each person’s 
complex role and status characteristics.
Giacquinta (1975b) suggests that individuals within an organization initially 
perceive benefits and/or risks associated with specific planned efforts to be greater than 
they are in reality. Thus, the role of the principal or other change agent/facilitator might 
significantly reduce levels of uncertainty and unfounded risk perceptions by: 1) helping 
individuals to become familiar through dissemination of accurate and complete 
information pertaining to the planned change; 2) instituting sanctions that would guard 
against reverting back to old, pre-innovation practices; and 3) providing new rewards 
or perquisites that will reinforce continuation of new practices.
Although, participation and communication may contribute to reduced levels of 
uncertainty and imagined status-risks, Giacquinta (1975b) and Corbett, et al. (1987) 
provide considerable support for recognizing the importance of understanding 
relationships among organizational variables (e.g., individual and informal beliefs, 
norms, and values) and specific features associated with planned organizational change 
efforts. Giacquinta (1975a, 1975b) and Kaslow & Giacquinta (1974) suggest greater
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confidence in using status-risk factors than personality characteristics in understanding 
individuals’ receptivity to change. However, the number of studies supportive of these 
findings appear somewhat limited. Other perspectives offered in the literature suggest 
that organizational structure and the interactions among organizational members’ beliefs, 
values, and attitudes may provide useful information in the development of a conceptual 
framework for understanding teacher receptivity to change (Cohen & Ball, 1990; 
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Fullan, 1990; Hopkins, 1990; Punch & 
McAtee, 1979; Waugh & Punch, 1987).
Regardless of the focus of planned change efforts in schools, it seems that 
individuals (e.g., teachers and principals) respond in terms of their respective role- 
perceptions. While teachers are viewed as instrumental in the extent to which planned 
change is successfully achieved within a school organization, the literature also supports 
the significant role of principals in the overall school improvement/organizational change 
process (Hall & Hord, 1987; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood & Montgomery, 
1982). Hall and Hord (1987), for example, have conceptualized various leadership 
styles specifically related to school change processes and call these change facilitator 
styles. These conceptions of principal change facilitator styles provide a set of variables 
that seem useful for examining the relationship between principal leadership style and 
teacher receptivity to planned change in schools.
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Principal Change Facilitator Style 
Although it seems clear that the principal plays a critical role in achieving 
school/organizational effectiveness, a cursory review of the literature on principal 
effectiveness quickly reveals the multitude of conceptual definitions, research approaches 
and contextual variability underscoring reported findings. Extensive reviews of the 
literature on leadership (e.g., Bass, 1981; Jago, 1982; Leithwood & Montgomery, 
1982) and other syntheses of administrator behaviors and effects (e.g., Boyan, 1988; 
Pitner, 1988) provide bases for the identification of salient elements indicative of 
effective principal behavior or instructional leadership. This study focuses on only one 
aspect of the larger body of principal effectiveness, change facilitator style. However, 
a brief overview of leadership research seems both appropriate and necessary to 
establish a context for examining key elements of effective principal change facilitator 
style.
Background of Leader Effectiveness 
Early efforts to conceptualize leadership and effective leader behaviors drew 
from the industrial and business/management arena. Such attempts began by attempting 
to identify particular traits, characteristics, and finally, observable behaviors indicative 
of effective organizational management (Boyan, 1988; Hoy & Miskel, 1987; Owens,
, . i
1987). Effectiveness was measured in achieving organizational goals, maintaining 
satisfied organizational members and creating climates that were positive and conducive 
to successful task achievement and survival of the organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1987; 
Jago, 1981; Owens, 1987). Leadership effectiveness was also conceptualized as
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additive and emphasized managerial, administrative behaviors (i.e., effective manager 
= effective leader). Such views were consistent with western culture’s societal 
orientations of industrial and efficiency-oriented values, still prevalent today.
During the scientific management or Talyorism era (Callahan, 1962; Taylor, 
1911), schools were first viewed as factories. Later, with the advent of human 
relations/informal group perspectives, greater concern for personal and social variables 
was evidenced (Lewin, 1947; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). Behavioral approaches, 
characterized by the works of Barnard (1938), Simon (1957) and Getzels and Guba 
(1957), maintained elements of these earlier approaches, but recognized that 
organizations (e.g., schools) were open, not closed systems and included both 
organizational and individual elements. That is, organizational outcomes resulted from 
the interaction and interplay between such elements.
Efforts such as the Ohio State Leadership Studies in the 1940s and others (e.g., 
Blake and Mouton, 1985), seemed to support two factors indicative of effective 
leadership: task-oriented behavior (e.g., initiating structure) and relationship-oriented 
behavior (e.g., consideration). Subsequent research suggested that effectiveness was also 
dependent upon certain conditions (e.g., position power within the organization, 
leader-member relations, and degree of structure of task), which led to the development 
of contingency theories of leadership (e.g., Fielder, 1978). Still others have theorized 
leader effectiveness as situationally-dependent (e.g, Hersey & Blanchard, 1988), or in 
terms of psychological effects (e.g.,: House, 1971).
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Contemporary approaches to the study of organizational behavior have 
contributed to the study and building of conceptual frameworks for effective principal 
leadership in schools. A review of the professional literature on leadership, the 
principalship and instructional leadership (e.g., Hoy & Miskel, 1987; Lipham, Rankin 
& Hoeh, 1985; Owens, 1987), reveals a generally consistent set of effective leader 
behaviors in school organizations that have been empirically supported by research. 
These effective leadership qualities specifically related to school organizations have 
come to be associated with principal leader effectiveness.
Principal Leader Effectiveness Research 
Specifically, in the school effectiveness literature principal leader effectiveness 
has come to be known as "instructional leadership." Brookover, et al. (1982) and 
Edmonds (1979), for example, identified particular behaviors or characteristics that have 
been most often associated with instructional leadership. These included: 1) clarity in 
goal communication, 2) consistency in methods of procedure, 3) effective establishment 
and maintenance of clear and open channels of communication, 4) efficient management 
of organization functions, and 5) effective use of routine. They and others (e.g., 
(Bossert, et al., 1982; Jago, 1981; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Smith & Andrews, 
1989) found that effective principals typically communicate respect for the members of 
the work group, are warm and friendly in interactions with subordinates, maintain and 
communicate high levels of trust and support for subordinates, and communicate 
confidence in subordinates’ abilities to successfully achieve the tasks/goals that have 
been jointly agreed for the organization.
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Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) in their extensive review of literature relating 
to the role of the elementary school principal in program improvement, identified several 
dimensions which differentiated "effective" principals from "typical" principals. Results 
of their research revealed that effective principals: 1) are concerned with promoting 
student learning and achievement; 2) maintain relationships with staff and community 
in ways that support student achievement; 3) clearly communicate their priorities for 
students, teachers, and the school; 4) are intensely involved with students and teachers; 
and 5) maintain their priorities across time.
While it seems clear that the principal does much to "set the tone" and establish 
organizational structures and linkages in the school (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; 
Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Lightfoot, 1983), Bossert, et al. (1982) question which 
comes first: the instructionally effective principal or the instructionally effective school. 
It seems, that one influences the other, and each reciprocally shapes behavior. That is, 
principal behavior is shaped, in part, by the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of others 
in the school (e.g. teachers, support staff, students, etc.); and principal behavior, 
likewise, contributes to the structure of the organization.
Ellett and Walberg (1979) provide a theoretical framework and research findings 
to support an "interactive" type of relationship between principal behavior and mediating 
variables within the school (teachers and students), as well as outside the school (parents 
and others). This framework assumes that a principal’s behavior affects these key 
variables which, in turn, mediate school and student outcomes (attendance, learning, and 
subsequent achievement). Consequences resulting from principal behavior then affect
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subsequent principal behavior. Causal relations are not unidirectional, but interactive 
and reciprocal. Thus, the structure of the organization and level of effectiveness can 
serve to shape subsequent principal behavior. Results of a large-scale field study using 
this framework (Ellett & Walberg, 1979) revealed strong relationships between teachers’ 
perceptions of characteristics of the school context and their assessments of the 
effectiveness of principals’ behavior.
Consistent with the interactive nature of the Ellett and Walberg (1979) 
conceptual model, Boyan (1988) and others (e.g., Greenfield, 1982; Hall & Hord, 1987; 
Murphy, 1988) suggest that results of leader effectiveness studies may need to be 
considered with a degree of skepticism. Although specific behaviors have been 
consistently found to be associated with effective principals, there is a need to pay 
particular attention to contextual factors and the interactive nature of school 
organizations when identifying principal effectiveness.
Hall and Hord (1987) and Rutherford, et al. (1983) raise questions regarding 
differentiation between conceptions of "behavior" and "style". They also contend that 
understanding principal leadership effectiveness requires specific focus on systematically 
studying relationships between variables within specified and varied organizational 
situations (e.g., principal leadership style and planned change).
Greenfield (1982) suggested that efforts to re-examine personal characteristics 
of effective and ineffective principals within specific school contexts may provide useful 
insights for expanding conceptions of effective leadership. For example, Blumberg and 
Greenfield (1986) and Lightfoot (1983) depict a variety of school contexts in which
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principals are equally effective, but with uniquely different leadership styles. Similar 
concerns related to leadership style and context variables have been raised by Murphy 
(1988).
Murphy (1988) contends that past efforts at studying instructional leadership have 
been plagued with conceptual, methodological, and measurement problems. Based on 
a review and analysis of relevant studies, he concludes that much has been missed by 
focusing solely on observable behaviors (e.g., task-oriented behavior and relationship- 
oriented behavior) and their relationships with organizational outcomes (e.g., student 
achievement, organizational effectiveness, and job satisfaction). As Murphy (1988) 
points out, several studies may reveal convincing results, but careful analysis of research 
designs yield causes for concern: many are case studies and many have been conducted 
in low SES elementary schools. He contends that the extent to which results might be 
altered when designs are replicated in secondary school contexts, middle to high SES 
contexts, and using other contextual variables is not yet known. Thus, research 
conditions under which results have been obtained may significantly limit the 
generalizability of results to the broad array of school contexts.
Murphy (1988) also raises questions regarding past conceptions of instructional 
leadership. He suggests that a lack of adequate attention to the personal, organizational, 
and environmental contexts in which principals function has limited our conceptual 
understanding of principal effectiveness/instructional leadership. Others (e.g., Bolman 
and Deal, 1984; Foster, 1986b; Sergiovanni, 1986; 1987) reiterate this concern and 
suggest that: 1) effective leadership is largely dependent upon cultural, normative, and
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situational influences within the organizational context; 2) past efforts to identify 
effectiveness in principals have ignored these contextual factors and the relevance of 
followership; and 3) research efforts should be pursued in a way that emphasize such 
contextual and interactive features of the organization and the reciprocal relationships 
that may exist relevant to principal effectiveness. Although such factors are 
recognizably more difficult to observe and measure in strictly objective ways, the need 
for inquiry still exists (Greenfield, 1982; Murphy, 1988; Pitner, 1988).
Pitner (1988) and others (e.g., Hall & Hord, 1987; Evans, 1988) suggest that 
principal effectiveness may not always result from direct principal behaviors. That is, 
principal behavior may be moderated by characteristics of the staff, task or 
organizational structure ("substitutes-for-leadership" model) (Pitner, 1988) or principal 
behavior may be complemented by supportive or supplemental staff behavior (e.g., 
"second change facilitator") (Evans, 1988; Rutherford, et al. 1984). Thus, there is some 
evidence that principal effectiveness may be mediated by such factors as the nature, 
orientation, and roles of other organizational members (e.g., teachers).
Murphy (1988) and Pitner (1988) suggest that many questions about effective 
leader behaviors and organizational effectiveness remain largely unanswered because 
most past research efforts have approached the problem with too broad a focus and 
without sufficient and selective controls. As indicated by Hall, et al. (1984), "in 
addition to definitional problems, one of the likely reasons for the absence of significant 
findings in so many previous studies of principals was the tendency to study all parts 
of the principals’ work simultaneously" (p. 22). Consistent with these views, and in an
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attempt to narrow the focus of inquiry, this study addresses only one aspect of leader 
effectiveness, that of principal change facilitator style.
Research Related to Principal Change Facilitator Style
The principal’s role has been identified as a critical factor in both facilitating 
change in school improvement efforts and maintaining effectiveness (Anderson, 1990; 
Brookover, et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979; Fullan, 1985; Hall & Hord, 1987; Smith & 
Andrews, 19.89). Some researchers have focused specifically on change situations in 
school organizations to study what principals do that are more or less effective in 
achieving desired outcomes and moving the school toward organizational effectiveness 
and excellence.
Thomas (1978) conducted a study of principals’ behaviors in more than 60 
schools that were involved in implementing a wide variety of alternative programs. 
Each school was involved in implementing at least one new program, while others were 
simultaneously implementing more than one program. Principals in this study were 
reported as exhibiting particular patterns of behaviors related to facilitating 
implementation of the alternative program(s) in their schools. Observed patterns of 
behavior resulted in the development and classification of three distinct sets or patterns 
of principal behaviors (i.e., leadership styles): Director, Administrator and Facilitator.
Directors were described as principals who were highly involved in all aspects 
of the school organization (i.e., ranging from instructional [teaching, curriculum] and 
managerial [budget, resource allocation and scheduling]). While teachers in these 
schools were involved in making decisions related to classroom issues, the Director
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principals retained final decision making authority. Administrators tended to identify 
more with central office administration than with their own school faculties. They made 
decisions pertaining to the total school organization, but allowed teachers extensive 
autonomy when it came to classroom matters. Facilitators seemed to be more concerned 
with developing and maintaining positive interpersonal relations with faculty and staff. 
These principals perceived themselves as colleagues of teachers and placed high 
emphasis on providing support and assistance. Teachers in these schools were allowed 
much involvement in decision making.
Results of Thomas’ (1978) study revealed that many factors influence program 
implementation, but the leadership of the principal was among the most important. 
Schools led by either Director or Facilitator style principals were more successful in 
implementation of alternative programs, than were schools led by Administrator style 
principals. In schools where strong leadership was not evident, implementation of 
alternative program(s) gradually drifted from the original design and resulted in great 
diversity among classroom practices.
At about the same time, similar, yet independent, research was being conducted 
by Hall and his colleagues at the University of Texas at Austin. Hall, Hord and Griffin 
(1980), in the first of a series of studies, reported findings from nine mini-case studies 
of principals that support differences among the way principals view their role and 
priorities. They also concluded that these principals operationalized their roles in terms 
of what they actually do in their day-to-day activities. Subsequent to this first
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investigation, Hall, Rutherford and Griffin (1982) identified three leadership styles that 
were specifically framed within the organizational context of change.
Identification of these leader styles reflected specific patterns of behaviors, 
underlying motivations and role orientations related to change facilitation, rather than 
the entire and broad spectrum of possible effective leader behaviors. As explained in 
Hall and Hord (1987), these leadership styles are distinctly different from just sets of 
discreet behaviors. Hall and Hord (1987) specifically differentiate between behavior and 
style, stating that reliance on a particular behavior or set of specified behaviors is 
insufficient in representing an overall style.
Drawing on research by others (e.g., Fiedler, 1978; Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 
1958), Hall and his colleagues argued that understanding the motivation or belief system 
behind behaviors is an important consideration in determining overall style. In addition 
to the total combination of a large number of behaviors, these researchers also 
considered elements of personality, attitudes, perceptions and orientation as they relate 
to facilitating change in determining an overall style. Rutherford (1988) added that an 
individual’s change facilitator style is also influenced by one’s "concerns about the 
facilitator role, his [sic] knowledge base for the role and the tone that permeates his [sic] 
behaviors" (p. 12). In essence, change facilitator styles include each of these elements 
that combine to form a gestalt of style.
Other studies have been conducted and findings have been supportive of the 
three change facilitator styles (e.g., Rutherford, 1981; Hord, 1981). One of the major 
contributions to the development of a framework for assessing principals’ change
104
facilitator styles was a year-long study involving nine schools, in three different school 
districts in three different regions of the country, with each school implementing a 
different educational innovation. Within each school district, three schools were 
identified as having a principal judged to represent the different change facilitator styles 
under study. Once again, quantitative and qualitative data analyses yielded findings 
consistent with and clearly supportive of the existence of the three change facilitator 
styles. Significant relationships were found between the change facilitator styles and the 
degree to which implementation had been successfully achieved at the classroom level 
(Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). These three change facilitator styles, 
Initiator, Manager, and Responder, have been conceptually defined by Hall, et al.
(1984); and the conceptual definitions have been included as Appendix A.
Hall, et al. (1984) have provided a set of descriptive dimensions or indicators to 
more accurately reflect the different aspects of "concerns, motivation, tone and behavior" 
(p. 25) for each of the three change facilitator styles. However, these authors caution 
that neither the paragraph descriptions nor the indicators are intended to capture all 
possible change facilitator styles. Results of descriptive and quantitative data analyses 
obtained in the series of studies conducted by Hall and his colleagues suggested 
combination styles, as well as examples of each single style (e.g., Initiator, Manager, 
and Responder).
Hall and his colleagues did not attempt to identify relationships between student 
achievement or other indices of school effectiveness and the three change facilitator 
styles. They contend that successful change has been observed with each style, the
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context being an important determinant of which style best suits the situation. Also, 
determining the best suited style for the situation depends upon the criteria used for 
defining effectiveness. However, results of studies conducted by Hall and his colleagues 
have consistently indicated that schools with Initiator style principals implement more 
innovations than do those with Manager or Responder style principals.
Others have investigated principal change facilitator style in school-based studies. 
Seibel (1986) used an instrument to measure principal change facilitator style developed 
by Bost and Ruch (1985) based on the conceptual framework developed by Hall and his 
colleagues. She investigated the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator styles, perceived school climate (i.e., teachers’ perceptions of the 
relationships among teachers and between teachers and the principal in the school) and 
student achievement. While the study was limited to a single school district in Virginia, 
results support various principal behaviors to be fairly evenly distributed across the three 
styles identified by Hall and his colleagues. Also, results of the Seibel (1986) study 
indicated that teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style were similar at 
elementary, middle and secondary school levels and reflected combination styles rather 
pure types. More teachers perceived their principals as either Initiators and/or Managers 
than Responders.
Seibel (1986) reported a negative relationship between the Responder style and 
school climate, while teachers’ perceptions of their principals as Initiator and Manager 
styles were positively associated with positive and open school climates. Although 
relationships between student achievement and change facilitator styles were a target of
106
this study, no significant relationships were identified, controlling for socio-economic 
status and ability. However, a strong negative relationship between student achievement 
and the Initiator style at the middle school level was reported.
Evans (1988), investigated teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator 
style in schools that differed according to socioeconomic status (SES) and school 
effectiveness. With a sample of 53 elementary schools located throughout Louisiana, 
Evans identified significant differences in teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style in different types of effective and ineffective schools at various levels 
of socioeconomic status. Three other significant relationships were noted:
1) a significantly higher incidence of perceived Responder principals in less 
effective schools;
2) a significant difference between teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s change 
facilitator style in more effective versus less effective low SES schools;
3) a significant difference between more effective and less effective schools with 
principals in more effective schools demonstrating more initiating behaviors (No 
significant interactive effects were identified due to effectiveness and SES variables).
Evans also reported that principals were perceived by their teachers as 
demonstrating combination change facilitator styles, rather than pure types. Results 
supporting perceived combination styles reported by teachers suggest a continuum nature 
of the change facilitator styles consistent with conclusions reported by Hall and Hord 
(1987). That is, based on the average percent of Initiator, Manager and Responder 
responses obtained from teachers in a school, a principal perceived as predominantly an
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Initiator, was reported the next most frequently as having a Manager style. Principals 
perceived as predominantly Responders, evidenced secondary styles of Manager.
Additional work has continued in the study of principal change facilitator styles, 
particularly in the development and refinement of measures to assess change facilitator 
style variables. Hall, Vandenberghe and George have recently pursued collaborative 
efforts to continue the conceptual development and measurement of the change 
facilitator style construct (Hall, 1988; Hall & George, 1988; Vandenberghe, 1988). 
Hall (1988) and Hall and George (1988) raise questions regarding the utility of prior 
change facilitator style conceptions as existing along a continuum in fully explaining the 
context-specific and stylistic nature of principal change facilitator style. Secondary 
analyses of research data and continued investigations in the refinement of these 
constructs reveal variation among principals in the "quality, character and focus" (Hall, 
1988, p. 7) of observed principal behavior.
As conceptualized by Hall and his colleagues, each change facilitator style 
represents elements of administrative efficiency and concern for people, but the blending 
or combining of behaviors/variables reflected in these two dimensions of change 
facilitator style for each type (Initiator, Manager and Responder) has been observed to 
be different (Hall, 1988; Hall & George, 1987). Hall (1988) contends that change 
facilitator style might be measured more accurately using bipolar scales to reflect 
combinations of styles, rather than a single cumulative measure that reflects simply more 
or less of administrative efficiency and concern for people. This suggestion to expand
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the change facilitator typology to reflect combination styles seems consistent with 
findings reported by Evans (1988) and Seibel (1986).
More recently, Hall (1987, 1988) suggests that a two dimensional model 
(administrative efficiency and concern for people) is inadequate for conceptualizing 
change facilitator style. Based on continuing efforts in leadership research (e.g., Duke, 
1986; Schon, 1983, 1986; Sergiovanni, 1986), as well as ongoing and intense 
involvement with principals in change facilitator studies, Hall (1987, 1988) has 
incorporated a third dimension, strategic sense, that reflects a time perspective and a 
professional reflection component now prevalent in both teacher effectiveness and 
principal effectiveness research.
According to Hall (1987), analyses of documented principals’ actions reveal that 
Initiator style principals think about their roles in very different and special ways, than 
do Manager and Responder style principals. For example, he concludes that Initiator 
style principals examine their roles as instructional leaders more closely, more critically 
and in ways that are highly consistent with descriptions of teachers processing their own 
teaching, than do Manager and Responder style principals. Initiator style principals act 
in ways that reveal knowledge of the connectedness between day-to-day events and 
long-term vision and goals held for the school. Responder style principals have not 
been observed to think in these ways, while the Manager style principal seems to hold 
a more middle-focused perspective, described by Hall (1987) as task-oriented and 
tactical in nature.
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Within the assessment framework developed and used as a basis for the Change 
Facilitator Style Questionnaire (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987), Hall (1987) operationally 
defines the dimension of Strategic Sense in terms of two bipolar conceptions of Dav-to- 
Dav arid Vision and Planning. Initial validation studies for this third dimension, 
Strategic Sense, have involved concurrent, cross-cultural investigations and results are 
reported as encouraging (Hall & George, 1987; Vandenberghe, 1988). Hall (1987) 
describes this third dimension, Strategic Sense, with the following working definition: 
To varying degrees principals keep in mind an image of the long term view and 
its relationship to the monthly, weekly and daily activities of themselves and 
their school. Some principals are more "now focused", while others think and 
act with a vivid mental image of how todays [sic] actions contribute to 
accomplishing long term goals. Some are reflective about what they are doing 
and how all of their activity can add up, while others focus on the moment to 
moment, treating each event in isolation from its part in the grand scheme. This 
visioning encompasses the entry and role of external facilitators too. In some 
settings external facilitators can enter schools as they wish, while in other 
settings the principal encourages/discourages their entry and prescribes their role 
(p. 17).
Consistent with earlier conceptions of change facilitator styles, Hall (1987) and 
Hall and George (1988) reiterate distinctions between discreet behaviors and style. They 
contend that changes in specific behavior(s) may be observed in principals facilitating 
change, but style remains fairly stable and is difficult to change. Anderson (1990), in
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a two-year study of principals’ management styles across multiple innovations, reports 
findings to support the longevity of principal change facilitator style over minor changes 
in behavior. Thus, it seems that principals, like teachers, hold particular conceptions, 
beliefs and orientations toward their roles in schools. These beliefs and role 
orientations, in turn, seem to significantly influence the principals’ leadership style. As 
principals and teachers interact, their respective role orientations may reciprocally 
influence perceptions and resulting behavior (e.g., teacher receptivity to change and 
principal change facilitator style). Recalling that schools are complex, formal 
organizations in which organizational members reciprocally interact, one useful approach 
for examining the influence of role perceptions on teacher receptivity to change and 
change facilitator style seems to be in terms of bureaucratic and professional role 
orientations.
Bureaucratic and Professional Orientations 
Current assessments of the roles played by principals and teachers in effecting 
successful planned organizational change in schools have been well-documented in the 
professional literature (e.g., Leith wood & Montgomery, 1982; Hall & Hord, 1987; 
Darling-Hammond, 1990). Similarly, the literature on educational reform provides 
convincing arguments for the need to give particular attention to principals’ and 
teachers’ beliefs, values, and orientations toward their organizational roles (e.g., 
Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Corbett, et al. 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 
1987; Lightfoot, 1983). Yet, the literature specifically focused on role orientations (e.g. 
bureaucratic and professional) in educational contexts is somewhat limited. Therefore,
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this section begins with a brief historical overview of the research on role orientations 
to establish a context for specifically focusing on teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic 
and professional orientations.
Early Efforts to Differentiate Organizational Role Orientations 
Early efforts to explain organizational behavior included perspectives such as 
Etzioni (1964), Getzels & Guba (1957) and Gouldner (1954) which described 
individuals’ behavior as resulting from their role-perceptions or organizational role 
orientations. Specifically within the educational context, Merton (1957) introduced the 
terms "cosmopolitans" and "locals" in an effort to describe two distinct sets of 
orientations held by individuals. Cosmopolitans were described as those individuals 
oriented to the world outside of the local community, and individuals oriented toward 
the local community were referred to as locals.
Gouldner (1957, 1958) extended these conceptions of organizational role 
orientations in a series of studies completed in industrial and higher education settings. 
Results of his work were instrumental in the expansion of the local-cosmopolitan 
typology and differentiation of latent organizational roles or identities believed to 
influence individual behavior within complex organizations.
Gouldner (1957, 1958) described cosmopolitans as being low on loyalty to the 
organization, high on commitment to specialized role skills, and typically maintaining 
an outer reference group orientation. Conversely, locals were described as being high 
on loyalty to the organization, low on commitment to specialized role skills, and 
typically maintaining an inner reference group orientation. Specific distinctions have
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been made among the types mentioned above within cosmopolitan and local orientation 
categories. Locals were differentiated as "the dedicated," "true bureaucrats," 
"homeguards" and "elders". Cosmopolitans were described either in terms of "the 
empire builder" or "outsider." Gouldner concluded that individuals functioned within 
organizations by primarily espousing one or the other primary role identify (i.e., local 
or cosmopolitan). He contended that conflicts may result within organizations, as the 
two latent role types were basically incompatible.
Others have utilized the local-cosmopolitan framework as a basis for developing 
similar topologies to explain and predict organizational behavior from psycho- 
sociological and organizational perspectives. Wilensky (1964) investigated role 
orientation through professional-discipline and careerist orientations, and Coughlan
(1969) investigated teachers’ work value orientations through professional and 
organizational orientations.
Although these early efforts (e.g., Coughlan, 1969; Gouldner, 1957, 1958; 
Wilensky, 1964) provided evidence of distinct role orientations, overall conclusions 
regarding relationships among variables remained vague and inconsistent. Varying 
conceptual and operational definitions and wide variations in the sample compositions 
and research designs have resulted in comparisons that are of little empirical 
significance.
Grimes and Berger (1970), in a critique of the local-cosmopolitan typology 
construct, revealed that conceptualization of the local-cosmopolitan typology as bi-polar 
and unidimensional was inappropriate for fully considering the construct definition of
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these role orientations. Based on a review of the research literature, Grimes and Berger
(1970) argued that local and cosmopolitan role orientations represented two distinct 
constructs. However, wide variation in conceptual definitions and diverse construct 
labels used in the studies vitiated other conclusions that might have been made. Grimes 
and Berger (1970) argued that such a scheme seemed to hold promise for future 
research, but that empirical studies were first needed to further define these constructs 
and clarify conceptual and operational definitions.
Despite the suggestions provided by Grimes and Berger (1970), a recent review 
of the literature reveals little in terms of continued efforts. More recent investigations 
of organizational role orientations (e.g., Conley, 1988; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; Erez & 
Israeli, 1980; Thornton, 1970) seem to support a multi-dimensional perspective, as well 
as the conclusion that different role orientations can be compatible and are sometimes 
observed as mixed or combined orientations.
Thornton (1970) concludes that the more professional an organization becomes, 
the more easily organizational members may be able to assume a dual or combined 
orientation and avoid conflicts between organizational and professional orientations. 
Conley (1988) specifically addresses the issue of whether there exists a dichotomy 
between bureaucratic and professional orientations, as it relates to teachers, and 
concludes that neither, in isolation, may be an ideal perspective for teachers; particularly 
during times when systemic aspects of school organizations being considered specific 
targets for current educational reforms. Thus, within this context of systemic changes, 
how might role orientations contribute to understanding key elements of planned
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organizational change such as teacher receptivity to change and principal change 
facilitator style? Although limited, a review of the literature on organizational role 
orientations within schools can provide a beginning framework for developing research 
questions and identifying important relationships among key variables.
Role Orientations within School Organizations 
Recently there has been a proliferation of writings focused on the 
professionalization of teaching (Darling-Hammond, 1988; Johnson, 1988; Weick & 
McDaniel, 1988; Wise, 1989). Yet, systematic studies specifically focused on teachers’ 
and principals’ organizational role orientations (e.g., bureaucratic and professional) and 
relationships with other selected variables are few in number.
Among the early efforts, Coughlan (1969) used a conceptual framework that 
included professional and organizational orientations. Each orientation (professional and 
organizational) was further differentiated. System-oriented and supervisory-oriented 
teachers reflected types of organizational orientations, while subject-oriented and staff- 
oriented teachers were described as specific types of professional orientation. A fifth 
group of teachers was identified in the sample as being socially-oriented, and these 
individuals were observed to have neither an organizational or professional orientation. 
A sixth group of teachers was identified as marginals who represented the residual 
teachers who were described as having mixed orientations. This sixth group of teachers 
comprised nearly half of the total sample in the study. However, the study did not 
include provisions for analyzing this group to determine the nature of mixed orientations 
evidenced.
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Coughlan (1969) concluded that teachers are not yet full-fledged professionals, 
nor are schools clear-cut bureaucracies. Thus, the interpenetration of both bureaucratic 
and professional principles within the school workplace might logically provide a 
structural mechanism for the development of mixed orientations among school 
organizational members. Despite the fact that these comments and conclusions were 
made some twenty years ago, the social, psychological and contextual picture in schools 
today seems rather the same.
Corwin (1965, 1970) represented an extensive effort involving a series of studies 
spanning a two year period (1963-1965). Research activities involved more than 2000 
educators in approximately 24 midwestern high schools and represented concerted 
research efforts to develop a conceptual model and empirical foundation for 
understanding and explaining "the character of professionalism, the principles on which 
schools are organized, and some of the tensions within the teaching profession" (Corwin, 
1970, p.6). At the time, these studies were unique because they represented one of the 
first attempts to investigate individuals’ role orientations in terms of individuals within 
an organization, rather than individuals versus an organization. In these studies, role 
conceptions included both professional and bureaucratic principles of the organization 
as they were reflected through individual and shared beliefs.
Corwin (1965, 1970) characterized employee (later known as bureaucratic) 
orientation as consisting of five key elements: 1) administrative orientation, 2) loyalty 
to the organization, 3) competence based on experience, interchangeability of personnel 
and standardization of work, 4) stress on rules and procedures, and 5) public orientation.
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Professional orientation was also characterized as being comprised of five key elements: 
1) client orientation, 2) orientation to the profession and professional colleagues,
3) competence based on monopoly of knowledge, 4) decision-making authority, and 
5) control over work.
As related to the focus of the present study, several findings reported by Corwin 
(1965, 1970) are noteworthy. First, significant differences were noted in the proportions 
of teachers at each school who were simultaneously high on both employee and 
professional orientations, simultaneously low on both, or simultaneously high on one and 
low on the other based on the level of conflict within the school. Specifically, the 
number of major conflict incidents experienced in schools with high teacher means on 
a measure for professional orientation was several times as great as schools with low 
teacher means on the same measure.
Second, teachers with high-professional, low-employee orientations had higher 
rates of reported conflicts than teachers who had low-professional, high-employee 
orientations, or any other possible combination of employee and professional 
orientations. Third, conflict in the schools seem to escalate in both frequency and 
intensity as schools increased in size and as organizational structures emphasized 
bureaucratic principles (e.g., adherence to rules and regulations and close supervision 
of work). Fourth, in schools where teachers maintained combined orientations, either 
conflicts among teachers increased over time or teachers gradually segregated within the 
school organization into small informal groups aligned by role orientations.
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Of particular interest, given the focus of this present study on teacher receptivity 
to change and role orientations, Corwin (1965, 1970) concluded that these findings 
suggest that it is just as important to accurately perceive what teachers are against, as 
it is to know what teachers will likely accept or support. Although these studies 
(Corwin, 1965, 1970) were completed more than 20 years ago, conclusions still seem 
to hold some relevance for school contexts today.
Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) investigated the relationship between beginning 
teachers’ socialization experiences (formal and informal) during their first year of 
teaching and changes in their bureaucratic and professional orientations. Conceptual 
definitions for each orientation were developed based upon the work of Corwin (1965, 
1970), and are stated as follows:
Professional orientation refers to a perspective characterized by a belief in a high 
degree of autonomy to make professional decisions in the best interests of 
students; a focus on expertise in the exercise of professional responsibilities and 
obligations; and a professional reference group orientation to keep abreast of 
new developments in the field.
Bureaucratic orientation include[s] a reliance on the administration for guidance 
in controversial educational matters; a high regard for the necessity of rules and 
regulations; a high degree of loyalty to the administration and the school; and 
a general feeling of self-subordination to the school and community (Kuhlman 
& Hoy, p. 20).
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Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) hypothesized that beginning teachers would acquire 
higher professional and bureaucratic orientations during their first year of teaching and 
assume a mixed type or dual orientation toward their teaching roles within schools. 
Results indicated that beginning teachers in the sample were more bureaucratically 
oriented at the end of their first year of teaching, and were less professionally oriented 
than they had been at the onset of their first year of teaching.
Subsequent data analyses revealed that secondary first-year teachers became 
significantly more bureaucratic and significantly less professional, but that elementary 
teachers remained virtually the same over the course of the year. While elementary 
teachers were significantly more bureaucratic in their orientations than were secondary 
teachers, Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) explained this stability in orientations by suggesting 
that elementary schools were typically less bureaucratically structured. No significant 
differences were noted due to gender or type of teacher preparation program (i.e., liberal 
arts college versus traditional teacher preparation college).
Other studies have used slightly different conceptualizations of bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, have focused on only one type of role orientation or have 
expanded the bureaucratic-professional dichotomy to include other variations. Kennedy 
(1973), for example, investigated the influence of teachers’ professional orientations and 
school organizational structure on teachers’ involvement in innovative activities. In this 
study, elementary school teachers who had a high professional orientation and worked 
in schools with low organizational structure were found to be more frequently and more 
intently involved in innovative activities. Schools with low vertical organizational
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structures and with power distributed equitably among organizational members were 
found to be particularly related to teachers’ proclivity toward innovation and 
implementation of new programs.
Marjoribanks (1977) investigated the relationships between bureaucratic 
orientations, autonomy, and professional attitudes of teachers. Although the study was 
conducted in South Australia, the findings seem noteworthy. Bureaucratic orientations 
and professional attitudes were similar to conceptualizations of bureaucratic and 
professional orientations used in Corwin (1965; 1970) and Kuhlman and Hoy (1974). 
However, a conception of professional orientation was expanded to add conceptual 
emphasis to personal autonomy: defined as a structural component of professionalism 
that reflects the amount of decision making the teacher was allowed in school and the 
opportunities available to teachers for examining other teachers’ performance. 
Marjoribanks reported significant linear and quadratic relationships between bureaucratic 
orientations and professional attitudes at different levels of autonomy. Although there 
were differences noted between male and female teachers, results showed that at each 
level of bureaucratic orientation, increases in levels of teachers’ professional attitudes 
were associated with increases in the amount of autonomy afforded teachers.
Marjoribanks (1977) concluded that bureaucratic orientations and professional 
attitudes need not be in conflict if schools allow teachers increased levels of personal 
autonomy. He also concluded that efforts to enhance teachers’ professsionalism must 
include increased opportunities to involve teachers in decision making in their schools 
and peer supervision of teaching. He also suggested that if teachers are not allowed
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personal autonomy, bureaucratic orientations may prove detrimental to teachers’ 
professionalism.
Erez & Israeli (1980) sampled 400 high school teachers in Israel and reported 
findings to support various combined orientations representing three-dimensions: 
bureaucratic, local and cosmopolitan. Results indicated that teachers who rate high on 
all three orientations (bureaucratic, local, and cosmopolitan) were significantly more 
active in various areas of teachers’ activities than teachers who had only one dominant 
orientation. These researchers also concluded that bureaucratic and local orientations 
were complementary of each other, but that cosmopolitan and bureaucratic orientations 
did not complement one another in their effect on teachers’ involvement in selected 
activities. However, bureaucratic and cosmopolitan orientations were not conflicting 
either.
Drawing on the work of Corwin (1965, 1969), Hall (1968, 1969) and Kuhlman 
and Hoy (1974), Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) conceptualized professional orientation 
as professional power operationalized as two distinct dimensions of autonomy: 
autonomy from clients and autonomy from employing organization. The Attitudes of 
Professional Autonomy scale (APA), reflects these two dimensions, and was developed 
and pilot-tested before use in this study. Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) further 
theorized that occupational groups could be differentiated according to combinations of 
autonomy that are representative of true, semi- or mimic professions. True professions 
were defined as occupations in which members are autonomous on both dimensions, 
while semi-professions were defined as occupations in which members are autonomous
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on only one dimension. Mimic professions represented the third category of professions 
and were described as occupations in which members are autonomous on neither 
dimension.
The sample was comprised of 1000 students enrolled in various preparation 
programs. Eight (8) different occupations were represented: medicine, law, education, 
nursing, social work, librarianship, engineering and business administration. Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz (1985) identified distinct differences among the various occupational groups 
based on attitudinal autonomy from clients and attitudinal autonomy from the employing 
organization — two dimensions of professional orientation. Forsyth and Danisiewicz
(1985) found medicine and law to exemplify true professions, while education, nursing, 
business and engineering reflected autonomy characteristics of semi-professionals. 
Librarians were characterized as fitting the conceptual definition of a mimic profession.
Of particular interest, participants in the education occupational group responded 
as client-autonomous semiprofessionals. This pattern of behavior/response is consistent 
with Etzioni’s (1969) earlier conception of semiprofessionals. Based upon these 
findings, it seems that teachers are autonomous from clients (e.g., students), but are not 
as autonomous from the employing organization (e.g., school or district).
In light of current efforts to significantly alter teachers’ roles in schools (e.g., 
teacher empowerment, shared decision-making, collaborative and reflective professional 
practice), there seems to be increased attention in the literature given to the examination 
of corresponding changes in teachers’ perceptions of their roles in school organizations. 
For example, Firestone and Bader (1992), a recent addition to the professional literature,
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specifically examines teachers bureaucratic and professional views of teaching within 
particular school contexts of educational reform initiative.
While current efforts are being made to professionalize teaching (e.g., 
development of a national teaching certification, National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards), Kerchner (1984) offers an opposing perspective regarding teachers’ 
changing perceptions of organizational roles in schools. He contends that the evolving 
character of union-management relationships during the past 20-25 years has influenced 
teachers’ role-perceptions to be more structured and bureaucratically-oriented, than 
professionally-oriented. According to Kerchner (1984), teachers’ currently perceive 
teaching and their roles in schools less like a profession and more like labor.
From yet another perspective, Corwin and Borman (1988) suggest that teachers’ 
bureaucratic and professional orientations are not much different today than they were 
nearly thirty years ago. They also suggest that school organizational structures, formal 
and informal roles, and psychosocial/interpersonal relationships are similar as well. 
While teachers subscribe to norms of autonomy, they are also compliant and obedient 
employees.
Summary
Chapter 3 reviews the literature pertinent to variables and relationships addressed 
in this study: teacher receptivity to change, principal change facilitator style, and
bureaucratic and professional orientations. Research efforts targeting planned 
organizational change, and specifically, teacher receptivity to change, indicate the need 
for additional investigation. Initially, in an attempt to understand the adoption and
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implementation stages of change, research focused first on individuals, then on 
organizations. Findings now support planned organizational change in schools to be a 
much more complex process, and suggest research focused on individuals’ responses 
(receptivity) to planned change in ways that recognize and incorporate the reciprocal and 
interactive influences of organizational context (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Firestone & 
Corbett, 1988; Waugh & Punch, 1987).
Studies reviewed from three bodies of research literature provide substantial 
support for the critical role of the principal: leader effectiveness research, research on 
change, and school effectiveness research. Through the merging of these bodies of 
relevant research findings, specific combinations of behavior and other personality 
factors have emerged to identify empirically verified principal change facilitator style 
variables (Hall & Hord, 1987). While a body of research supports the influence of 
principal change facilitator style on innovation implementation, questions remain 
regarding the influence of style variables on teacher receptivity to change--at each stage 
of the change process.
Evidence has been provided to suggest that behavior changes do not endure 
without actual changes in beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions (Fullan, 1985). While the 
literature on receptivity to change provides partial answers as to the influence of 
receptivity to change on long-lasting belief and attitude changes, the influence of 
principal change facilitator style on teacher receptivity to change is not completely clear, 
when one begins to consider contextual and individual factors (e.g., role orientation) that 
may serve to mediate relationships.
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Recently, a renewed interest has been expressed in investigating teachers’ beliefs, 
perceptions and orientations regarding their roles in school organizations and the role 
teachers’ perceptions and beliefs niight play in facilitating reform success (Darling- 
Hammond, 1990). However, only a small number of studies have been conducted in 
this area, particularly with regard to teachers’ bureaucratic and professional, orientations.
Some studies provide convincing evidence that teachers perceive of their roles 
in multidimensional ways: for example, bureaucratic, professional or combined/dual 
orientations (Corwin, 1965, 1970; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; Maijoribanks, 1977; Erez 
& Israeli, 1980). What is also lacking in the literature are investigations of the 
relationships between teachers’ role orientations and their receptivity to change. 
However, evidence exists to support the need for such investigations, particularly in light 
of currently proposed reform initiatives targeting systemic changes in schools (Darling- 
Hammond, 1990; Firestone & Corbett, 1988).
Despite the extensive contributions within each body of research reviewed in this 
chapter, what has plagued early research efforts in planned organizational change (in this 
case, related to receptivity to change), has, in varying degrees and combinations, also 
proven problematic in research focused on the other research variables (teachers’ 
perception of principal change facilitator style variables, and teachers’ and principals’ 
bureaucratic and professional orientations): 1) vague and inconsistent conceptual and 
operational definitions; 2) inadequate measurement and/or limited statistical analyses;
3) absence of a theoretical framework to guide future studies; and 4) failure to continue
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lines of inquiry throughout various stages and levels of organizational processes (e.g., 
planned change).
Finally, while previous studies have addressed each of these variables separately 
or in combination, no one study has examined relationships among all three variables: 
teacher receptivity to change, teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style, 
and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations. Thus, the focus 
of this study is to examine relationships among these variables in concert in an effort 
to expand existing nomological networks (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) related to the study 
variables, as well as contribute to the development of a comprehensive, theoretical 
conception of planned organizational change in schools.
Chapter 4 provides a description of the research design, instrumentation and data 
collection procedures. A detailed discussion of data analysis procedures relative to 
research questions guiding the study is also provided.
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 
Chapter 4 contains a discussion of the research design, instrumentation, data 
collection, and data analysis procedures.
Research Design
To explore the relationships among bureaucratic and professional orientations, 
principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change, an ex post facto 
research design was used in which the variables were assigned and not manipulated 
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963).
Dependent Variables 
The dependent variable conceptualized and operationalized in this research design 
was teacher receptivity to change. However, independent variables also served as 
dependent variables for selected research questions and subsequent data analyses. 
Variables in the conceptual model described in Chapter 1 and represented in Figure 2 
were conceptualized as interactive and reciprocal elements of a non-recursive 
relationship influencing the degree of planned organizational change achieved within a 
school organization. Thus, variables in the research design served dual roles (i.e., use 
as dependent and independent variables) for various research questions and data 
analyses.
Independent Variables 
Independent variables were conceptualized and operationalized in this research 
design as two dimensions of organizational role orientations and six aspects or elements 
of principal change facilitator style. Organizational role orientations included 1)
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bureaucratic orientation and 2) professional orientation. Principal change facilitator style 
variables included 1) social/informal interactions, 2) formal/meaningful interactions, 3) 
administrative efficiency, 4) trust in others, 5) day to day, and 6) vision and planning.
Thus, independent variables for teachers in this study included teachers’ self­
perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style variables. Independent variables for principals included 
principals’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations, principals’ 
perceptions of teachers’ collective receptivity to change and principals’ perceptions of 
teachers’ collective views of principal change facilitator style variables. These 
independent variables were conceptualized as dependent variables in other analyses of 
the data.
Sample
The initial sample in this study consisted of all teachers and the school principal 
within 124 schools (70 elementary, 24 middle, 30 secondary) across six districts in the 
southern region of Louisiana. All schools in five districts and six schools in a sixth 
district were included in the initial sample. Although permission was granted to contact 
all middle and secondary schools in this sixth school district, numerous attempts by mail 
and telephone were unsuccessful except for the six (6) schools that agreed to participate. 
In all, 95 schools elected to participate in the study. Useable data were received from 
94 schools (52 elementary, 18 middle, 24 secondary). A total of 1921 teacher and 87 
principal questionnaire packets were returned.
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Schools included in the sample were from suburban, city/town and rural/sparsely 
populated settings. The student population for individual schools in the sample ranged 
from 48 to 1293, and faculty size ranged of 10 to 85. Socio-economic status (SES), as 
reflected by the total percentage of students eligible for free or reduced cost lunches in 
each school, ranged from 0% to 98%, with the higher percentage representing lower 
SES levels.
Instrumentation
Four instruments were used for data collection in this study: 1) the Receptivity 
to Change Inventory (RCI) (Crisafulli, 1982; Hennigar, 1979) 2) the Attitudes of 
Professional Autonomy (APA) (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985); 3) the Bureaucratic 
Orientation Scale (BOS) (Corwin, 1965, 1970; DiPaola, 1990; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974); 
and 4) the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CSFQ) (Hall & Vandenberghe, 
1987). A copy of each of the four data collection instruments is provided in Appendix 
B. Table 1 provides a summary of instrumentation used in the study. For each 
instrument, scale and item information has been included. The following sections 
provide a discussion of the development, structure and psychometric properties of each 
of these instruments.
Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI)
Consistent with conceptualizations presented in Chapters 1 and 2, teacher 
receptivity to change was operationalized in terms of teachers’ self perceptions of their 
receptivity to various forms of planned organizational change.
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Table 1
Summary of Instruments Completed by Teachers and Principals
Teachers Principals
Subscale/Scale
Number 
of Items Subscale/Scale
Number 
of Items
Demographic Survey 20 Demographic Survey 17
Receptivity to Change 
Inventory
56 Receptivity to Change 
Inventory
56
Bureaucratic Orientation 
Scale
15 Bureaucratic Orientation 
Scale
15
Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy
22 Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy
22
Subscales:
-Autonomy from 
Clients (11*) 
-Autonomy from 
Employing 
Organization (11)
Subscales:
-Autonomy from 
Clients (11) 
-Autonomy from 
Employing 
Organization (11)
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire
30 Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire
30
Subscales:
-Informal/Social (5) 
-Formal/Meaningful 
(5)
-Administrative 
Efficiency (5)
-Trust in Others (5) 
-Day to Day (5) 
-Vision and Planning 
(5)
Subscales:
-Informal/Social (5) 
-Formal/Meaningful 
(5)
-Administrative 
Efficiency (5)
-Trust in Others (5) 
-Day to Day (5) 
-Vision and Planning 
(5)
“Number of items comprising the subscale. The total number of items for each 
instrument is indicated in the adjacent columns.
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Validity
The original version of the RCI was developed and used by Hennigar (1979) to 
assess attitudes of middle management administrators (e.g., school principals and 
assistant principles) in Maine. A panel of school administrators was used for initial 
content validation of items. Pilot testing of a revised instrument and subsequent factor 
analyses resulted in a final version of the RCI containing fifty items. Results of the 
factor analyses also supported receptivity to change, conceptualized and operationalized 
by the RCI, as being unidimensional.
Crisafulli (1982) extended Hennigar’s use of the RCI and used the instrument to 
measure teachers’ receptivity to change. Results reported in both studies (Crisafulli, 
1982; Hennigar, 1979) support the RCI as a valid and reliable measure for identifying 
significant relationships between receptivity to change and selected variables, such as 
relationship-oriented behavior and production-oriented behavior of school principals and 
assistant principals (Hennigar, 1979), and school organizational climate (Crisafulli, 
1982).
Reliability
Using middle management school administrators as the units of analysis, 
Hennigar (1979) reported a .91 coefficient of internal consistency (Kuder-Richardson) 
for the RCI. Crisafulli (1982) reported a Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .92 using 
teachers as the units of analysis in his study of teacher receptivity and organizational 
school climate.
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S tructure/Scorin g
The original form of the RCI consisted of 50 items and a copy has been included 
in Appendix B. After reading each statement, teachers were asked to select one of five 
alternative responses ranging from 1: I would support the suggestion to 5: No wav will 
I support the suggestion. For the purposes of scoring and statistical analyses, values 
assigned to each of the five alternative responses range from 1-5, with 1 assigned to the 
least positive response (No wav will I support the suggestion) and 5 assigned to the 
most positive response (I would support the suggestion'). Values assigned in this way 
reflect reversed scoring values shown on the rating scale in the instrument. Total 
instrument scores may range from 50 to 250, with higher scores indicating higher levels 
of receptivity to change. For this study, a revised form of the RCI was used.
For the purposes of this study, slight modifications in the RCI were made. 
Changes in items include the following refinements:
1. Some of the items contained in the original instrument no longer represented 
innovation or planned change in current school contexts (e.g., instituting a breakfast 
program for students). These items were rewritten to reflect similar, but more up-to-date 
changes, or innovations.
2. Items in the original instrument reflected school contexts serving only 
elementary grades. Where necessary, items were modified to accommodate school 
contexts serving the full range of K-12 grade levels.
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3. Some terms used in items are no longer accurate and current (e.g., Title I 
programs). In such instances terminology was changed to reflect current professional 
terminology (e.g., Chapter I programs).
4. Directions and labels for the response choices were modified to enhance
clarity.
Pilot Study of Revised Receptivity to Change Inventory
A pilot study of the revised RCI (61 items) was completed with twelve highly 
experienced and knowledgeable teachers representing diverse school contexts (e.g., 
elementary, middle and secondary grade levels, and rural/sparsely populated and 
suburban geographic regions). Attention was also given to gender, ethnicity, subject 
and/or grade level specification of pilot participants, so that a broad range of individual 
characteristics and school context factors was represented. Teachers participating in the 
pilot were asked to provide feedback on the RCI at three (3) levels:
1) clarity of content, utility of questionnaire format and feasibility/believability 
of change items;
2) degree of significance of change; and
3) perceptions of typical teacher responses (i.e., low, mixed or high receptivity) 
for each questionnaire item.
Teachers were also asked to indicate any words or phrases in items or directions that 
were unclear or problematic.
Based on the results of the pilot, the RCI was further refined to reflect the 56- 
item questionnaire included in Appendix B. Teachers also completed the BOS, APA
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and CFSQ and provided feedback regarding clarity and utility of instrumentation. Only 
a few minor revisions were necessary in these instruments (BOS, APA and CFSQ) and 
these primarily involved rewording of questionnaire directions. Instrumentation included 
in Appendix B reflects these minor refinements.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA)
Professional orientation of teachers and principals was operationalized using the 
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) scales (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985). The 
conceptualization of professional orientation, as presented in Chapters 1 and 2, place 
heavy emphasis on high levels of individual autonomy from the organization and others. 
Thus, consistent with these conceptualizations of professional orientation, the APA was 
used as a proxy measure of professional orientation. Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) 
operationally define professional orientation in terms of two dimensions: 1) autonomy 
from clients, and 2) autonomy from employing organization. These dimensions are 
reflected as distinct subscales in the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA). Items 
used to construct this instrument were partially derived from the earlier work of Corwin 
(1965, 1970) and Hall (1968, 1969).
Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) conceptually define autonomy from client as the 
relative attitudinal autonomy expressed by individuals regarding decisional independence 
and conviction of once’s own knowledge as these are related to their clients or potential 
clients. Autonomy from employing organization is conceptualized as the relative 
attitudinal autonomy expressed by individuals regarding the institution (e.g., school) in 
which they work in terms of organizational loyalty and individuals’ willingness to bend
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organizational rules. Concepts measured in the APA are consistent with Kuhlman and 
Hoy’s (1974) conception of professional orientation as:
a perspective characterized by a belief in a high degree of autonomy to make 
professional decisions in the best interests of students; a focus on expertise in 
the exercise of professional responsibilities and obligations; and a professional 
reference group orientation to keep abreast of new developments in the field (p. 
20).
Validity
Validity of the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) has been established 
by Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985). Over a period of several years, the APA was 
developed and pilot tested. Subsequent research using the APA across eight 
occupational groups (e.g., teachers, doctors, lawyers, librarians) produced factor analytic 
results that supported the two dimensions reflected in the APA and the measure’s ability 
to differentiate groups of occupational members in terms of professional orientation (i.e. 
attitudinal autonomy). A between factor correlation of .13 supports the two autonomy 
scales as independent dimensions of professional orientation (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 
1985; P.B. Forsyth, personal communication, December 11, 1991). Ability to 
statistically differentiate (p <.0001) among occupational groups using the APA has also 
been reported by Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985).
Reliability
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for the APA are reported by Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz (1985) for each of the two subscales of the APA. Alpha reliability
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coefficients for the Autonomy from Client subscale were reported as .83 and .76, 
respectively for pilot test results and a study involving eight occupational groups. 
Similarly, Alpha reliability coefficients for the Autonomy from Employing Organization 
subscale were reported as .80 on both occasions.
Structure/Scoring
The APA contains twenty-two (22) items comprising two subscales: 1)
Autonomy from Client (11 items), and 2) Autonomy from Employing Organization (11 
items). Responses to each item on the two subscales of the APA were obtained using 
an eight-point, Likert-type rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 8 (strongly 
disagree), anchored by four descriptors: Strongly Agree (1, 2), Agree (3,4), Disagree 
(5,6) and Strongly Disagree (7,8). Scores on each of the APA subscales may range 
from 11 to 88, depending upon the intensity of respondents’ agreement or disagreement 
with items. Items which were reverse coded for the puiposes of statistical analyses have 
been identified in Appendix B and in data tables corresponding to subsequent analyses. 
The higher the sum of scores on each scale the greater the attitudinal autonomy. Thus, 
high total scores on the APA indicate a strong professional orientation, whereas low 
total scores are indicative of a weak professional orientation.
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS)
Bureaucratic orientation of teachers and principals was measured using a scale 
developed and used by Kuhlman and Hoy (1974). Slight modifications in instrument 
items also were made for use in a study completed by DiPaola (1990). Bureaucratic 
orientation is defined by Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) as:
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"the basic pattern of beliefs which ....include a reliance on the administration for 
guidance in controversial educational matters; a high regard for the necessity of 
rules and regulations; a high degree of loyalty to the administration and the 
school; and a general feeling of self-subordination to the school and community 
(p. 20).
The BOS (Kuhlman and Hoy, 1974) is a revised version of the Employee Orientation 
Scale (EOS) developed and used by Corwin (1965, 1970). The BOS consists of fifteen 
statements designed to measure five elements of overall bureaucratic orientation: 1) 
organizational control, 2) subordination-standardization, 3) rule orientation, 4) 
community orientation and 5) organizational loyalty. The total BOS score provides a 
unitary measure of bureaucratic orientation.
Validity
Corwin used the "known-groups method" in validating the original Employee 
Orientation Scale (EOS) (Corwin, 1970). Kuhlman and Hoy (1974), through content 
validation and factor analytic studies, further refined the scale and reduced the number 
of items from 29 to 15. DiPaola (1990) conducted additional factor analytic and content 
validation studies. Based upon results of a field study involving teachers in diverse 
school contexts, slight modifications were made in terminology to enhance clarity and 
relevance to present-day school contexts. Results of factor analytic studies conducted 
by Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) and DiPaola (1990) support bureaucratic orientation as a 
unidimensional construct, as measured by the BOS. Also, results obtained by DiPaola 
(1990) continued to support retention of all fifteen items in the BOS (M. F. DiPaola,
137
personal communication, December 18, 1991; W. K. Hoy, personal communication, 
December 19, 1991; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974).
Reliability
Corwin (1970) reported an internal consistency coefficient of reliability of .84 
for the original EOS. For the BOS, Kuhlman and Hoy (1974) reported a split-half 
reliability coefficient of .83 and DiPaola (1990) reported a Cronbach Alpha reliability 
coefficient of .73.
Structure/Scoring
Responses to each of fifteen statements contained in the BOS were obtained 
using an 8-point, Likert-type scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 
Values were assigned each alternative response as follows: Strongly Agree (1,2), Agree 
(3,4), Disagree (5,6), Strongly Disagree (7,8). Scores on the BOS may range from 15 
to 120. For the puiposes of clarity and ease in interpreting results of statistical analyses 
involving the BOS, items were reverse coded. High scores indicate a strong 
bureaucratic orientation, whereas low scores are indicative of a weak bureaucratic 
orientation toward organizational roles.
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ)
Consistent with conceptual and operational definitions presented in Chapters 1 
and 2, principal change facilitator style was operationalized using the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987).
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Validity
Three distinct change facilitator styles (Responder, Manager, Initiator) have been 
identified and are supported by several years of research and instrument development 
reported by Hall and his associates. Summaries of research studies and corresponding 
results are provided in Hall and Hord (1987), Hall, et. al. (1984), and Hall and George 
(1988). Results of two years of instrument development and pilot testing in diverse 
cultural settings (e.g., United States, Belgium and Australia) are also summarized in Hall 
and George (1988), Vandenberghe (1988) and Schiller (1988).
The pilot version of the CFSQ had 77 items. Through a series of factor 
analyses and other correlational techniques, 30 items were retained and comprise the 
current CFSQ. Initial analyses were based on a sample of 679 teachers in 46 schools 
representing four diverse school district contexts in four regions of the United States. 
Intercorrelations among scale scores support the original grouping of items written for 
each scale from the point of view of the respondents.
Reliability
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for the CFSQ reported by Hall and 
George (1988) range from .82 to .94 for each of the bipolar scales. Table 2 provides 
a summary of the bipolar scales within each of the three dimensions, as well as 
corresponding Alpha coefficients for each scale. Item-total correlations of .42 or higher 
are also reported for retained items on each of the six scales.
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Table 2
Summary of Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire Dimensions, Subscales, and Alpha 
Reliability Coefficients
Dimension Subscale Alpha Coefficient
Concern for People Informal/Social .82
Formal/Meaningful .92
Organizational Trust in Others .88
Efficiency Administrative Efficiency .93
Strategic Sense Day to Day .87
Vision and Planning .94
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Structure/Scoring
Three prototypic change facilitator styles have been conceptualized by Hall and 
his associates and provide a conceptual framework for the CFSQ. Conceptual 
definitions of each of these styles (Responder, Manager and Initiator) are provided in 
Appendix B. The CFSQ consists of three dimensions, with two bipolar scales per 
dimension. Brief descriptions of each dimension and corresponding bi-polar scales are 
also included in Appendix A. A more detailed description of these dimensions and 
bipolar scales may be found in Hall and George (1988).
Each CFSQ bipolar scale contains five statements, for a total of 30 items. 
Teachers are asked to respond to each of the thirty statements using a six-point, Likert- 
type rating scale. Responses range from 1 (never or not true) to 6 (always or very truel. 
For some of the items, teachers are asked to respond by considering the principal’s 
behavior in relation to a particular program or innovation specified in the questionnaire 
by the researcher. Scores on the bipolar scales may range from 5 to 30. High scores 
on each scale are indicative of a greater degree of scale characteristics, whereas low 
scores indicate little evidence of the scale characteristics.
According to Hall and George (1988), in theory the prototypic Responder style 
principal would be represented across the three dimensions by high scores on the 
Social/Informal. Trust in Others and Day to Day scales and lower scores on the 
remaining three scales. Conversely, the prototypic Initiator style is represented by high 
score on Formal/Meaningful. Administrative Efficiency and Vision and Planning and
low scores on the three previously mentioned scales. The prototypic Manager style
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would be represented by higher scores on the Administrative Efficiency scale and more 
medial ratings on the bipolar scales for the Concern for People and Strategic Sense 
dimensions. For the purpose of this study, change facilitator style was operationalized 
and examined in terms of the constructs represented in the six bipolar scales, rather than 
prototypic change facilitator styles (Responder, Manager, Initiator).
Data Collection Procedures 
Data regarding teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional 
orientations, teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style and teachers’ self 
perceptions of their receptivity to change were collected using the Bureaucratic 
Orientation Scale (BOS) (Corwin, 1965; 1970; DiPaola, 1990; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974), 
the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985), the 
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987), and the 
Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI) (Crisafulli, 1982; Hennigar, 1979).
Packaging and Distribution Procedures 
These instruments were compiled into booklet form and distributed to teachers 
in individual questionnaire packets. Each questionnaire packet contained a demographic 
information questionnaire, an instrument booklet, appropriate cover letters and specific 
directions for completing and returning questionnaire packets to the researcher. A 
separate, specially prepared questionnaire packet was distributed to the principal in each 
of the participating schools as well. Principals were asked to complete the BOS and 
APA from the perspective of their own orientations toward organizational roles in
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schools. They were also asked to complete the CSFQ and RCI in terms of what they 
believed would be the typical teacher response to these instruments in their schools.
Individual teacher and principal questionnaire packets were packaged by school 
and distributed to' participants using intra-district mail systems. A district-level contact 
person was identified in each school district office to facilitate distribution and collection 
of questionnaire packets. Detailed instructions for distribution, collection and 
maintenance of confidentiality were provided to all district contact persons, as well as 
the principal and designated school contact person in each participating school.
Data Collection Timelines 
Data were collected in March, 1992. Teachers and principals were asked to 
complete the instruments within five (5) working days. At each school, the principal 
was asked to designate an individual (school contact person) such as the school librarian, 
school counselor or grade level chairperson to help distribute and collect completed 
questionnaire packets.
Confidentiality of Responses 
Principals were encouraged to select an individual as the school contact person 
who would be perceived by teachers in the school as one who would protect the 
anonymity of their responses. To emphasize confidentiality of teachers’ responses, great 
care was taken to ensure that principals were not directly involved in the process of 
distributing or collecting questionnaire packets. This information and specific directions 
for the school-level designee were shared with each principal through letters included 
in the school package of questionnaire packets. In a cover letter included with each
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questionnaire packet, teachers were asked to place their completed questionnaires in the 
envelope provided and to seal the envelope before returning it to the school contact 
person. Approximately three days following initial distribution of questionnaire packets 
within each school, each participant received a written reminder. Duplicate copies of 
the reminder notice were included in each school package of materials.
All sealed questionnaire packets were packaged by the school-level designee and 
returned to the district office where they were collected by the researcher. In a few 
instances, followup telephone calls and/or visits to a school or school district were 
necessary to retrieve school packages of questionnaire packets.
Demographic Information
Demographic data for the 95 schools in the study were collected in April, 1992 
from the district office of each participating school district. These data included student 
enrollment, number of faculty, and the total percentage of students eligible for free or 
reduced cost lunches in each school. Lunch program statistics were used as an index 
of socio-economic status (SES) of the students in each participating school in the study.
Data Analyses
Once data collection procedures were completed and data analysis files were 
constructed, several types of analyses were completed: 1) descriptive statistics to
document the characteristics of respondent data; 2) factor analyses of all instruments;
3) a series of univariate and multivariate correlation analyses, t tests and ANOVAs that 
targeted answers to research questions; 4) a series of univariate and multivariate
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correlation analyses to explore supplemental research questions; and 5) selected 
within-school correlation analyses to explore common method variance concerns.
Descriptive Statistics
Summary statistics were completed for all dependent and independent variables, 
as well as for pertinent demographic variables included in the research study. Means, 
standard deviations, ranges and mean scores expressed as percentages of the maximum 
possible score were aggregated and reported at the school level. Where appropriate, 
individual level descriptive statistics were also computed.
Elementary schools were defined as schools serving grades K-5, middle schools 
as those serving grades 6-8, and secondary schools as serving 9-12. Two (2) special 
schools were included in the elementary school total and two (2) secondary schools were 
actually K-12 grade level campuses. One school (grades K-12) was separated by 
participants in grades K-8 and 9-12. Thus for this school, two sets of school-level data: 
elementary (K-8) and secondary (9-12) were completed. This arrangement was reflected 
in the school level totals. Socioeconomic levels within schools were based on the total 
percentage of students eligible for free or reduced cost lunches determined , by criteria 
such as family income and family size.
Factor Analyses
Instruments used in this study (RCI, APA, BOS, and CFSQ) had previously 
undergone extensive factor analyses as part of instrument development activities, and 
in conjunction with their use in prior research studies. However, a review of these 
analyses revealed, in most cases, that sample sizes previously used were substantially
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smaller than the sample size in this study. Since this study was exploratory in nature, 
efforts to examine the conceptual framework undergirding the APA, BOS, and CFSQ 
through factor analyses (SAS Institute, 1985) were conducted in an attempt to verify the 
conceptual bases previously established in prior research involving these instruments 
before proceeding with analyses pertinent to research questions guiding the study.
Factor analyses of the RCI in this study were of particular interest since specific 
item revisions/additions were made to the original form of the RCI (Crisafulli, 1982; 
Hennigar, 1979). Similarly, results of initial validation studies conducted by Hall and 
George (1988) for the CFSQ suggest the need to continue investigations of the construct 
validity of the CFSQ. Although Hall and George (1988) have reported encouraging 
results regarding the multidimensional structure of the change facilitator style construct, 
high intercorrelations between the subscales of Meaningful/Formal and Administrative 
Efficiency (.86), Meaningful/Formal and Vision and Planning (.92) and Administrative 
Efficiency and Vision and Planning (.91) suggest that these subscales are examples of 
a single construct, rather than separate and independent constructs related to change 
facilitator style (Hall & George, 1988). Although research has continued in the analysis 
of the conceptual framework of the CFSQ through additional factor analyses and cluster 
analyses (A. George, personal communication, December, 1991; G. Hall, personal 
communication, November, 1991), the exploratory nature of this study prompted the 
need to verify the construct validity of the six bi-polar CFSQ subscales before 
proceeding with analyses pertinent to research questions.
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For each measure, a series of factor analyses were completed. Using principal 
components analysis, orthogonal and oblique rotation techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 
1985), unconstrained solutions were generated, followed by orthogonal and oblique 
rotation techniques interactively extracting appropriate factors, based upon an 
examination of factor eigenvalues. Examination of scree tests, factor loadings, 
eigenvalues, variances explained and conceptual fit of the items with each factor were 
also used in determining the best and most reasonable representation of the data for each 
measure.
In particular, comparisons of solutions obtained using principal components 
analyses, orthogonal and oblique rotation techniques were made. In instances where 
factor analyses suggested reconstruction o f the original version of a measure, conceptual 
fit of the data and consideration of reliability concerns contributed to subsequent 
decisions to retain a one-factor principal components solution, or a particular orthogonal 
or oblique solution. While oblique solutions do not assume complete independence 
among factors, they were considered as solutions that perhaps offered a more reasonable 
representation of data for measures when concern for the number of items retained on 
an instrument was a factor. In such instances, analyses of inter-factor correlations were 
also completed.
A set of decision rules was established and used for all measures in interpreting 
the results of these factor analyses and determining solutions which best represented the 
data. An item was retained using the following decision rules as a guide: 1) only if  its 
loading on a given factor was greater than or equal to .30; 2) only on the factor for
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which its loading was the greatest; 3) only if it loaded primarily on one factor, and 4) 
if, when loading on multiple factors, the difference between loadings was greater than 
or equal to .20.
Factor pattern matrices were examined for one-factor principal components and 
orthogonal solutions, while factor structure correlation coefficients were analyzed for 
oblique solutions. In these instances, factor loadings can be interpreted as Pearson 
product-moment correlations. That is, the higher an individual item loading, the 
stronger the statistical relationship between the item and the factor on which it was 
retained.
Based upon results of a variety of factor analyses, decisions were made to either 
retain the original operational definition(s) of construct(s), or to reconstruct scales or 
subscales before proceeding with analyses pertinent to research questions. In all factor 
analyses completed, teachers were used as the units of analysis.
Prior to the initiation of factor analyses for the various measures, all data were 
examined for missing or duplicate teacher responses. In instances where missing or 
erroneous data were noted, grand item means were substituted for teachers’ responses 
to maximize the number of useable cases available for analysis.
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach Alpha reliability procedures (SPSS, Inc., 1988) were used to examine 
the internal consistency reliability of the factor-analyzed, reconstructed versions of the 
RCI, APA, and CFSQ. Reliability coefficients were also computed for the original total 
instrument versions of the RCI, APA and BOS. Total instrument scores were also used
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in these analyses for the original versions of the RCI, APA, BOS, and reconstructed 
CFSQ. Reconstructed subscale scores were used for reliability analyses for the RCI and 
APA. Calculations of reliability coefficients were completed using both teachers and 
school means as the units of analysis. Reliability coefficients were also computed for 
instruments as described previously for the principal data set, using principals as the 
units of analysis.
Statistical Analyses Pertinent to Research Questions 
A variety of bivariate and multivariate correlational analyses were completed to 
examine the primary and supplemental research questions that guided the study. 
Included in these correlational analyses were Pearson product-moment correlations, 
partial correlations, canonical correlation and a series of multiple regression analyses. 
A series of t-test and analysis of variance procedures were also used to examine 
differences among specified groups based on particular study variables. School means 
and individual teacher and principal scores were used as the units of analysis as deemed 
appropriate to a particular research question and to the corresponding analyses.
In this section, statistical analyses pertinent to each research question are 
described in two ways: 1) as originally planned prior to examination of the results of 
factor analyses, and 2) as modified to reflect reconstructed instruments resulting from 
factor analytic studies. For example, results of factor analyses completed for this sample 
of teachers failed to confirm the change facilitator style construct as consisting of more 
than one dimension. Therefore, only one change facilitator style variable was used in 
statistical analyses pertinent to research questions. Similarly, the receptivity to change
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variable was reconstructed based on the factor analysis results to reflect a two- 
dimensional construct. Thus, two variables of receptivity to change were used in 
statistical analyses pertinent to research questions, rather than only one. In most 
instances, however, only slight modifications in the statistical analyses were necessary. 
Research Questions
Question 1. Are there bivariate relationships between various change facilitator 
style variables, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teachers’ self perceptions 
of receptivity to change?
This research question was investigated by generating a Pearson product-moment 
correlational matrix of the various variables related to principal change facilitator style, 
bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change. Based 
upon results of factor analyses, this analysis was slightly modified to include only one 
change facilitator style variable and two receptivity to change variables. School means 
were used as the units of analysis.
Question 2. What percentage of the variation in the measure of teacher 
receptivity to change (dependent variable) is explained/accounted for by the various 
principal change facilitator style variables (independent variable), both separately and 
in combination?
A series o f stepwise multiple regression analyses using forward inclusion 
procedures was completed to address this research question. Originally, the focus of this 
research question was to examine the contribution of various change facilitator style 
variables (separately and in combination) to explain or account for variance in teacher
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receptivity to change. The results of the factor analytic studies completed for this 
sample of teachers failed to confirm the CFSQ as multidimensional, and thus, vitiated 
the original analysis. Therefore, the research question presented above was modified 
to explore the contribution of principal change facilitator style and other independent 
variables (interpersonal autonomy, organizational autonomy and bureaucratic orientation) 
to explain or account for variation in teacher receptivity to change (Superficial/Behavior 
Change [SBC] and Cultural/Normative Change [CNC]).
A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses using forward inclusion 
procedures (SAS Institute, 1985) were completed for each measure of teacher receptivity 
to change (dependent variables) by regressing each measure of teacher receptivity to 
change (SBC and CNC) on measures of bureaucratic orientation (BOS), professional 
orientation (LA and OA) and perceived principal change facilitator style (CFSQ). Two 
regression analyses were completed, one for each dependent variable. School means 
were used as units of analysis in all regression analyses.
Question 3. To what extent are teacher receptivity to change and teachers’ 
perceptions of principal change facilitator style variables moderated by bureaucratic and 
professional orientations?
This question was explored by using a series of partial correlational analyses 
between the change facilitator style variables and teacher receptivity to change, while 
statistically controlling for covariation of these variables with the BOS and the APA. 
Using the factor analyzed/reconstructed versions of the CFSQ and RCI, these analyses
151
were slightly modified to include only one change facilitator style variable and two 
receptivity to change variables. School means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 4. Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ perceptions of 
various principal change facilitator style variables, teachers’ self-perceptions of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
To address this research question, a canonical correlation was originally planned 
using the six change facilitator style variables measured by the CFSQ scales as one set 
of principal variables and a set of teacher variables as measured by the BOS, APA, and 
RCI. However, because the results of factor analyses completed for this sample of 
teachers failed to confirm more than one dimension of the change facilitator style 
construct, the analysis pertinent to this research question was modified.
In order to explore multivariate relationships between perceived principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to 
change variables, a stepwise multiple regression analysis using forward inclusion 
procedures was completed. This analysis was completed by regressing principal change 
facilitator style (dependent variable) on the measures of bureaucratic orientation (BOS), 
professional orientation (reconstructed APA) and measures of teacher receptivity to 
change (reconstructed RCI). School means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 5. Does the within-school variance of teacher receptivity to change 
explain or account for significant amounts of variance in principal change facilitator 
style variables?
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A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were originally planned to 
examine the contribution of both mean and standard deviation teacher receptivity scores 
to change facilitator style variables. However, because factor analyses completed for 
this sample of teachers failed to confirm more than one dimension of the change 
facilitator style variable, analyses were modified to include only one regression analysis. 
In this analysis, school-level means and standard deviation scores for teacher receptivity 
to change were used as independent variables and a single principal change facilitator 
style variable was used as a dependent variable. School (teacher) means and school- 
level standard deviation scores were used as the units of analysis.
Question 6. Are there significant differences among schools based upon the 
degree to which teachers and the principal are congruent in their bureaucratic and 
professional orientations and perceptions of teacher receptivity to change?
This question was explored by partitioning schools on principal-teacher mean 
difference (P-Tj) scores for each measure of bureaucratic and professional orientations 
and completing separate t-test procedures to determine any differences among schools 
on receptivity to change variables in their magnitude of principal-teacher mean 
difference/congruence in self-perceptions of bureaucratic or professional orientations. 
Individual principal scores and school (teacher) means were used as the units of 
analysis.
Several procedures were used to partition the schools on difference/congruence 
scores: 1) P-T, scores for each school were computed for measures of bureaucratic and 
professional orientations (BOS and reconstructed APA); 2) P-T-j scores were computed
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separately for each subscale/scale by subtracting the school (teacher) mean score from 
the principal score for measures of bureaucratic and professional orientations (BOS and 
reconstructed APA); 3) Difference scores were rank-ordered according to the magnitude 
of absolute values for difference scores (IP-T-I) for each subscale/scale; 4) Using these 
rank-ordered difference scores (IP-T;I), schools were partitioned into quartiles.
Using schools in the first and fourth quartile for each measure, these groups 
(smallest and largest difference scores) were then compared to examine differences 
among school (teacher) mean scores on the receptivity to change variables. Separate t 
tests for independent means, using pooled variance estimates, were completed to 
determine the presence of any differences among schools.
Analyses were also completed to examine schools using actual P-T*. For each 
measure of bureaucratic and professional orientations (BOS, reconstructed APA 
subscales), schools were separated into two groups: 1) schools in which the principal 
score was higher than the school (teacher) mean score (i.e., positive P-T* score); and
2) schools in which the school (teacher) mean score was higher than the principal score 
(i.e., negative P-T; score).
For each measure of bureaucratic and professional orientations, each group of 
schools (i.e., positive P-Tj scores and negative P-Tx scores), were partitioned using the 
procedures previously described. Separate t tests, using pooled variance estimates, were 
completed for these groups of schools on each receptivity to change variable. These 
analyses were completed to further examine any significant differences in receptivity to
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change among schools in the magnitude and direction of principal-teacher mean 
difference/congruence in self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations.
Question 7. Are there significant differences among schools in terms of school- 
level receptivity to change based upon: 1) the degree to which the principal and teachers 
in a school agree on measures of teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator 
style, and 2) the degree to which the principal and teachers in a school agree on 
measures of perceptions of teacher receptivity to change?
This question was explored using similar procedures described for Question 6. 
Principal-teacher mean difference/congruence scores (P-T5) were computed for the 
reconstructed measures of principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to 
change. Absolute values of P-T* scores were rank ordered from smallest to largest, and 
partitioned into quartiles for the reconstructed CFSQ and RCI. Procedures described for 
Question 6 were used to partition the schools. Similarly, a series of t tests were 
completed in the same fashion as described in Question 6 to determine differences 
among schools in receptivity to change based upon P-T-j scores. Individual principal 
scores and school (teacher) means were used as the units of analysis.
Question 8. Are there relationships between selected individual and school 
demographic variables and teacher receptivity to change, teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style variables, and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and 
professional orientations?
This research question was explored using a series of t-test and analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) procedures. Separate t tests for independent means were completed
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for all independent and dependent variables (RCI, APA, BOS and CFSQ) using gender, 
tenure status, participation in LTTP/LTEP3, and union membership for teachers. 
Demographic variables used in t tests for principals included gender, tenure status, 
participation in LTIP/LTEP, district management/labor relations status (i.e., 
nonunionized/unionized), and participation in the STAR4 assessor certification program.
A series of six factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) models were completed 
to examine differences among teachers for all subscales/scales. A 3x9x5x4x4 factorial 
ANOVA model was completed for each subscale/scale (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS, and 
CFSQ). In each factorial ANOVA model, the following independent variables were 
included: 1) school level (3 levels); 2) years of experience (9 levels); 3) number of 
memberships in professional organizations (5 levels); 4) educational/degree level (4 
levels); and 5) teacher type/classroom assignment (e.g., regular remedial or special 
education, or other) (4 levels).
A series of six factorial ANOVA models was also completed for all 
subscales/scales using principal data. For each subscale/scale (dependent variable) a 
3x9x5x9x5 factorial ANOVA model was used to examine differences among principals.
3The Louisiana Teaching Internship Program (LTIP) and the Louisiana Teacher 
Evaluation Program (LTEP) are statewide on-the-job performance-based assessment 
programs designed to provide support for first-year teachers (LTIP) and professional 
development and certification of experienced teachers (LTEP). These programs were 
initially implemented throughout Louisiana during the 1990-1991 school year.
“The System for Teaching and learning Assessment and Review (STAR) (Ellett, 
Loup, & Chauvin, 1990) is a comprehensive, classroom-based observation and 
assessment system used in the LTIP/LTEP. A model for professional development and 
a series of professional development modules complete the STAR assessment and 
professional development system.
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In each ANOVA model the following independent variables were included: 1) school 
level (3 levels), 2) total years experience (9 levels), 3) number of memberships in 
professional organizations (5 levels), 4) years experience in the current principalship (9 
levels), and 5) the number of principalships held (5 levels). Main effects and all 
possible interaction effects were examined in all ANOVA procedures.
In instances where a significant F-value was obtained, Scheffe’s (1953) multiple 
comparisons tests were completed to identify the specific groups for which significant 
differences were present. Individual teacher scores, principal scores, and school 
(teacher) means were used as units of analysis.
Supplemental Research Questions 
Supplemental research questions were designed to further examine bivariate and 
multivariate relationships among various independent and dependent variables for 
teachers and principals. These research questions were prompted by results of analyses 
completed in response to the eight primary research questions guiding the study. 
Pearson product-moment correlational analyses, multiple regression analyses and 
canonical correlational analyses were completed to address these supplemental questions. 
Individual principal and school (teacher) means were used as units of analysis as 
deemed appropriate to the supplemental research question.
Plots of P-T; scores were made to examine congruence levels between principal 
and teachers perceptions on the independent variables in selected schools contrasted by 
high and low mean scores for teacher receptivity to change variables. Similar plots were 
made to examine absolute levels of independent variables using mean percentages of
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maximum possible (% of maximum) scores in selected, contrasting groups schools with 
high and low mean scores for teacher receptivity to change variables. These plots were 
useful in examining school-specific combinations of perceptions within a context of 
planned organizational change.
Common Method Variance 
Data were collected in this study using survey research methods. Because only 
one data collection method was used and respondents were required to respond to all 
measures using the same response mode (i.e., questionnaire/rating scales), there were 
concerns about the potential role of common method variance in systematically inflating 
correlations among variables in the study. Probes of common method variance concerns 
were explored by computing within-school correlation matrices using multiple variable 
combinations of subscales/scales for all schools with at least 40% teacher response rates 
using teachers as the units of analysis. Analyses of within-school correlations were also 
useful in examining the variety of relationships among study variables using individual 
teachers within schools as the units of analysis.
Summary
Chapter 4 provides a description of the methodology and procedures used in this 
study. The discussion begins with a description of the research design and identification 
of independent and dependent variables investigated. Instrumentation used in this study 
is described in terms of structure and psychometric properties. Procedures used for data 
collection and data analysis are also described. Specific attention is given to the
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research questions guiding the study, and the statistical analyses used to address each 
of these questions.
Chapter 5 provides a summary of the results of the study. These are presented 
in two major parts. The first part of the chapter focuses on results of analyses of 
existing instruments available for measuring variables in the study. The second part 
includes results of analyses pertinent to understanding relationships between principal 
change facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher 
receptivity to change. These results are presented in response to each of the research 
questions outlined in Chapter 4.
CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
This chapter describes the results of the study. The results are presented in the 
following order: 1) descriptive statistics for the sample, 2) factor analyses of the RCI, 
APA, BOS, and CFSQ; 3) descriptive statistics for the independent and dependent 
variables; 4) internal consistency reliability analyses; 5) analyses pertinent to major 
research questions; 6) analyses pertinent to supplemental research questions; 7) 
additional analyses prompted by findings to major research questions; and 8) analyses 
of within-school correlations in response to concerns about common method variance. 
Independent variables were the BOS, APA, and CFSQ subscales/scales. The dependent 
variable was the RCI, a measure of teacher receptivity to change.
Summaries of Descriptive Statistics for Survey Sample 
School Sample
The initial sample for this study consisted of the principal and all teachers in 124 
elementary, middle and secondary schools in six school districts located in the southern 
section of Louisiana. In all, 95 schools elected to participate in the study. Useable data 
were received from 94 schools. Table 3 provides a demographic profile of the total 
sample of schools, as well as by school level. Elementary schools (grades K-5) 
comprised 48.67% of the sample, while middle schools (grades 6-8) reflected 20.41% 
and secondary schools (grades 9-12) represented 30.92%. When a school included in 
the sample did not exactly match any single grade level category, the school was 
included in the grade level category (elementary, middle, or secondary) that seemed to 
best describe the grade level distribution and type of school. For example, a school that
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included grades K-6 was classified elementary, while a school with grades 8-12 was 
classified secondary. The number of schools within each category (elementary, middle 
and secondary) for this sample is generally comparable to the statewide distribution of 
schools of 57% elementary, 15% middle schools and 17% secondary schools (Louisiana 
Department of Education, 1991). Overall, these results suggest reasonable representation 
of the sample in terms of statewide school level distributions.
School-Level Characteristics
Size. School size was measured using the total number of full-time employed 
teachers and the total student enrollment in each school. A summary of school size for 
the total sample and for elementary, middle and secondary school levels is provided in 
Table 3. Faculty size for the total sample ranged from 10 to 85, with a mean school 
faculty size of 33. Student enrollment in participating schools ranged from 48 to 1293, 
with a mean of 532. Student enrollment was greatest at the middle school level, with 
secondary enrollments generally comparable. School student enrollments at the 
elementary grade levels were typically smaller than middle or secondary grade levels.
Socio-economic Status. The socioeconomic status (SES) for each school was 
measured by calculating the total percentage of students at each school eligible for free 
or reduced cost lunches. Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of eligible 
students by the total student enrollment in each school. Table 3 provides a summary 
of the descriptive statistics for SES for the total sample and by school level. A higher 
percentage for SES reflects a greater number of students eligible for free or reduced cost 
lunches than a lower percentage of SES. The mean SES for the total sample of schools
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Table 3
Profile of Sample for All Schools and by School Level
Characteristics All8
Schools 
Elem Mid Sec
Schools responding 94 52 18 24
Percentage of total sample 100 54 18 27
Teachers surveyed 3082 1405 673 1004
Useable teacher surveys 1921 935 392 594
Percentage of useable 
teacher surveys (n=1921) 62.33% 48.67% 20.41% 30.92%
Return rateb 66.55% 58.25% 59.16%
Principals surveyed 94 52 18 24
Useable principal surveys 87 48 17 22
Percentage of useable 
Principal surveys 55.17% 19.55% 25.29%
Return rate0 92.55% 92.31% 94.44% 91.67%
M faculty size 33 27 40 42
Minimum faculty size 10 10 24 14
Maximum faculty size 85 47 85 80
M student size 532 443 682 650
Minimum student size 48 48 315 129
Maximum student size 1293 892 1293 1292
M SES leveld 53.01 61.35 47.38 43.61
Standard deviation 23.67 23.76 21.22 20.24
Minimum SES Level 00.00 00.00 16.00 19.00
Maximum SES Level 98.00 98.00 87.00 96.00
a A11=A11 schools 
Elem=Elementary 
Mid=Middle 
Sec=Secondary 
b Percentage of total number of useable teacher surveys.
0 Percentage of total number of useable principal surveys.
d SES is expressed as a percentage and is computed by dividing the total number of 
students eligible for free on reduced cost lunches in a given school by the total number 
of student enrolled.
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was 53.01% with percentages ranging from 0% to 98.0%. The mean SES percentages 
by school level were 61.35% (elementary), 46.38% (middle) and 43.61% (secondary).
Response Rates. Useable data were received from 94 schools. At least 40% of 
the teachers in 81 of 94 participating schools (86.17%) completed and returned 
questionnaire packets. Table 4 presents a summary of the schools in the sample by 
response rate. Of the 81 schools with 40% or more of the teachers responding, 46 were 
elementary schools, 17 were middle schools and 18 were secondary schools. School 
level distribution of this subsample of schools is generally reflective of the school level 
representation in the total sample of schools.
Principals in six of the 94 schools did not return completed questionnaire 
packets. Teacher response rates in these schools were 23%, 41%, 42%, 44%, 60% and 
100%. Schools having a teacher response rate equal to or greater than 40% were 
included in the sample for school-level analyses pertinent to research questions included 
in the study. Analyses pertinent to research questions involving both teacher and 
principal responses utilized schools with teacher response rates equal to or greater than 
40% and a completed principal questionnaire packet (n=75).
Characteristics of Nonresponding Schools
Of the 124 schools invited to participate, 30 schools were not involved in the 
study. An analysis of school level characteristics for nonresponding schools was 
completed. Table 5 provides a demographic profile of the nonresponding schools for 
the total group and by school level. Results of these analyses suggest that responding 
and nonresponding schools were generally comparable in demographic characteristics.
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Table 4
Profile of Sample by Teacher Response Rate for All Schools and by
School Level (n=94)
School level
Response Tate All* Elem Mid Sec
>40% 81 46 17 18
30-39% 6 2 0 4
20-29% 4 3 1 0
10-19%b 3 2 0 1
• All= All schools 
Elem= Elementary 
Mid= Middle 
Sec= Secondary 
b No school had less than an 11% teacher response rate.
164
Table 5
Profile of Nonrespondents for All Schools and by School Level
School level
Characteristic All* Elem Mid Sec
Schools not responding 30 17 8 5
Percentage of total group 51% 21% 17%
M faculty size 31 33 29 41
Minimum faculty size 10 15 10 15
Maximum faculty size 76 45 48 76
M student size 547 494 523 674
Minimum student size 78 197 78 160
Maximum student size 1450 801 789 1450
M SES levelb 53.85 64.88 48.71 18.75
Standard deviation 12 36 26 12
Minimum SES level 96 95 82 38
Maximum SES level 24.31 22.45 20.17 42.52
* A11=A11 schools 
Elem=Elementary 
Mid=Middle 
Sec=Secondary
b SES is expressed here as a percentage and is computed by dividing the number of 
students eligible for free and reduced cost lunches in a given school by the total number 
of students enrolled in that school.
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Participant Sample
Teachers
Tables 6 and 7 present profiles of teachers’ personal and professional 
characteristics. The typical teacher respondent was a white, tenured, female elementary 
teacher with a bachelor degree. Male teachers comprised 18.1% of the total sample. 
Minorities comprised 21.5% of the sample, with blacks representing the largest minority 
group (20.4%). A majority of teachers (75.0%) were teaching in regular education 
situations. Every content area was represented in the sample of returned questionnaires. 
The largest percentage of teachers in the sample (38.7%) reported that they were 
teaching basic skills/elementary content. Special education teachers comprised 10.2% 
of the sample. Teachers in other content areas represented similar percentages, and 
Art/Music reflected the smallest content area representation (2.0%).
A majority of teachers (53%) reported teaching in their present school five or 
more years, and 67.3% of the sample reported having attained tenure in their employing 
school district. Teachers with six or more years of professional experience comprised 
72.9% of the total sample. Most teachers (n=1511, 79.1%) reported that they were 
teaching in a school district where management/labor relations were unionized, and a 
majority of teachers (57.2%) reported being dues-paying members of a teacher 
union/organization. Only 35.0% of the teachers reported being members in one or more 
other professional organizations.
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Table 6
Profile of Sample by Personal Characteristics of Teachers (n=1921)
Characteristic Frequency Percent8
Gender
Female 1560 81.9
Male 344 18.1
Ethnic classification
Black 388 20.4
White 1494 78.5
Hispanic 10 0.5
Asian 4 0.2
Other 7 0.4
Age
20-24 104 5.6
25-29 260 14.1
30-39 581 31.4
40-49 660 35.7
50-59 208 11.3
60-over 35 1.9
a Percent of total group respondents.
Table 7
Profile of Sample by Professional Characteristics of Teachers (n=1921)
Characteristic Frequency Percent8
Type of school
Elementary 900 49.0
Middle 416 22.7
Secondary 519 28.3
Current teaching situation
Regular education 1406 75.0
Remedial reg. education 63 3.4
Special education 270 14.4
Other 136 7.3
Education level
Bachelor 1158 60.9
Master 437 23.0
Specialist/Master +30 298 15.7
Doctorate 10 0.5
Years at present school
1 362 19.1
2 213 11.2
3 189 10.0
4 128 6.8
5 96 5.1
6-9 241 12.7
10-14 274 14.5
15-20 208 11.0
20+ 183 9.7
Total years experience
1 130 6.9
2 96 5.1
3 118 6.2
4 91 4.8
5 78 4.1
6-9 237 12.5
10-14 329 17.4
15-20 427 22.5
20+ 389 20.5
(table continues)
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Table 7 (continued)
Characteristic Frequency Percent8
Current employment status
Non-tenured 616 32.7
Tenured 1269 67.3
Years with current principal
Less than 1 688 36.2
2 346 18.2
3 265 14.0
4 170 9.0
5 116 6.1
6-9 183 9.6
10-14 87 4.6
15-20 32 1.7
20+ 11 0.6
Content area primarily taught
Basic Skills/Elem 692 38.7
Special Education 183 10.2
Vocational Education 80 4.5
Reading 74 4.1
English/Language Arts 162 9.1
Mathematics 126 7.0
Social Studies 111 6.2
Science 108 6.0
Art/Music 35 2.0
Phys.Ed./Recreation 92 5.1
Other 126 7.0
Membership in teacher 
Union/Organizations
Non-Member 804 42.3
Non-Member 1098 57.7
Number of memberships in 
professional organizations
0 1156 65.0
1-2 480 27.0
3-4 106 6.0
5-6 22 1.2
6+ 14 0.8
a Percent of total group of respondents.
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Principals
A profile of personal and professional characteristics of principals in the study 
can be found in Tables 8 and 9. The typical principal in the sample was a white, male, 
elementary school principal with a specialist degree or at least 30 graduate hours beyond 
the master degree. Ethnic background of principals was similar to that of teachers. 
Minority groups represented in the sample included Blacks (23.3%) and Hispanics 
(1.2%).
As shown in Table 9, 94.2% of the principals reported having 15 or more years 
combined teaching and administrative experience. Of the principals surveyed, 53.5% 
reported their current assignment as their first principalship, with 43.1% having been 
principal in their schools for the past five or more years. A majority (82.6%) of 
principals reported having attained tenure with their employing school district. In 
regards to professional memberships, 78.7% reported being members in one or more 
professional organizations.
A comparison between characteristics of teachers and principals in the sample 
and the statewide profile suggests that the sample to characteristics of teachers and 
principals across Louisiana (Louisiana Department of Education, 1991).
Factor Analyses
Instruments used in this study (RCI, APA, BOS, and CFSQ) had previously 
undergone extensive factor analyses as part of instrument development activities, and
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Table 8
Profile of Sample by Personal Characteristics of Principals (n=87)
Characteristic Frequency Percent®
Gender
Female 35 40.7
Male 51 59.3
Ethnic classification
Black 20 23.3
White 65 75.6
Hispanic 1 1.2
Asian 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0
Age
20-24 0 0.0
25-29 0 0.0
30-39 9 10.7
40-49 39 46.4
50-59 32 38.1
60-over 4 4.8
a Percent of total group of respondents.
Table 9
Profile of Sample by Professional Characteristics of Principals (n=87)
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Characteristic Frequency Percent®
Type of school
Elementary 44 56.4
Middle 16 20.5
Secondary 18 23.1
Education level
Bachelors 0 0.0
Masters 17 20.0
Specialist/Masters +30 61 71.8
Doctorate 7 8.2
Number of years as principal 
in present school
1 23 26.7
2 9 10.5
3 11 12.8
4 6 7.0
5 6 7.0
6-9 10 11.6
10-14 9 10.5
15-20 3 3.5
20+ 9 10.5
Total number of principalship s
1 46 53.5
2 21 24.4
3 12 14.0
4 3 3.5
5 or more 4 4.7
Total years experience
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 0 0.0
4 0 0.0
5 0 0.0
6-9 5 5.8
10-14 17 19.8
15-20 64 74.4
20+
(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued)
Characteristic Frequency Percent8
Current employment status
Non-tenured 15 17.4
Tenured 71 82.6
Number of memberships in professional 
organizations 
0 16 21.3
1-2 34 45.3
3-4 17 22.7
5-6 4 5.3
6+ 4 5.3
a Percent of total group of respondents.
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in conjunction with their use in prior research studies. However, a review of these 
analyses revealed in most cases that sample sizes previously used were substantially 
smaller than the sample size in this study. Factor analyses of the RCI in this study were 
of particular interest since specific item revisions/additions were made to the original 
form of the RCI (Hennigar, 1979). Since this study was exploratory in nature, efforts 
to examine the conceptual framework undergirding the APA, BOS, and CFSQ through 
factor analyses (SAS Institute, 1985) were also conducted in an attempt to verify the 
conceptual frameworks previously established in prior research involving these 
instruments.
For each measure, a series of factor analyses were completed as previously 
described in Chapter 4. These analyses included principal components analyses, 
orthogonal and oblique rotation techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985), as well as 
examination of scree tests, factor loadings, eigenvalues, variances explained, and 
conceptual fit of the items with each factor. A set of decision rules, also previously 
described in Chapter 4, were used for all measures in interpreting the results of these 
factor analyses and determining solutions which best represented the data. Teachers 
were used as the units of analysis. Prior to the initiation of factor analyses for the 
various measures, the data were examined for missing or duplicate teacher responses. 
In instances where missing or erroneous data were noted, a decision to substitute grand 
item means for teachers’ responses was made to maximize the number of useable cases 
available for analysis. Table 10 provides a summary of the incidence of missing or 
erroneous data for each instrument.
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Table 10
Summary of Missing or Erroneous Data for Teachers1 for Each Instrument
Subscale/
Scale
Mean
Incidenceb Percentage0
RCI (56)d 17 .88
APA (22) 100 5.21
BOS (15) 100 5.21
CFSQ (30) 62 3.23
1 n = 1921
b Average number of teachers with missing or erroneous data for any particular item. 
c Percentage of total sample (e.g. 17/1921 = .88%). 
d Number of items on the scale.
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A summary of factor analyses for each instrument is presented in this section. 
Summaries of descriptive statistics for independent and dependent variables follow the 
results presented for the various factor analyses. An item location index is included in 
Appendix B (Table B-l) to facilitate cross referencing of item statements in the 
questionnaire (Appendix B) and subscale/scale items reflected in subsequent data tables.
Factor Analysis of the RCI
The RCI (Hennigar, 1979) was originally designed for use with middle managers 
in school administration (e.g., school principals) and later revised for use with classroom 
teachers (Crisafulli, 1982). Factor analyses completed corresponding to both 
applications supported the receptivity concept as a unidimensional construct (Crisafulli, 
1982; Hennigar, 1979; J. W. Hennigar, personal communication, November 1, 1991).
Results of a pilot study conducted in December, 1991, suggested minor revisions 
in the RCI to more accurately reflect current-day practices and terminology and to 
enhance clarity for use in this study. In addition to revising items contained in the RCI, 
several items were added and resulted in increasing the total number of RCI items from 
50 to 56.
An exploratory factor analysis (SAS Institute, 1985) was conducted for the 56 
revised RCI items to test hypotheses about the structure of the receptivity to change 
construct. As shown in Table 10, missing or erroneous data was noted for less than 
one percent (0.88%) of the sample.
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Principal Components Analysis
Using principal components analysis and orthogonal and oblique rotation 
techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985), an initial unconstrained factor solution yielded 
fourteen factors. Based upon final communality estimates, the 14-factor unconstrained 
solution accounted for 50.51% of the variance in the data. Subsequently, a series of 
factor analysis solutions using both orthogonal and oblique rotations (Promax) were 
completed iteratively extracting from one to fourteen factors (SAS Institute, 1985).
One-factor solution. As shown in Table 11, the one-factor principal components 
solution had 45 of the 56 RCI-items (80%) loading at or exceeding .33. Factor loadings 
ranged from .33 to .55. , with 27 of the 56 items (48.21%) loading at or exceeding .40. 
The percentage of variance in the data explained by the one-factor solution was 15.75%. 
Orthogonal Solution
Results of the two-factor orthogonal solution (Varimax, SAS Institute, 1985) 
(Table 12) revealed 40 of the 56 items loading on a single factor. In this solution, the 
first factor (22 items) accounted for 12.41% of the variance in the data, while the second 
factor (18 items) accounted for 9.71% of the variance. Based upon the final 
communality estimate, the total percentage of explained variance in the data resulting 
from the two-factor orthogonal solution was 22.13%.
Oblique Solution
In an attempt to obtain the best and most reasonable representation of the data, 
an analysis of the two-factor oblique solution (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985) was also
177
Table 11
Summary of Factor Pattern Coefficients (1 Factor Solution) for the Receptivity to 
Change Inventory (RCI) (n=1921)
RCI Item* 1 Factor11
1 .34
2 .33
3 .42
4 .38
5 .34
6 .48
7 .46
8 .43
9 .47
10 .48
11 .37
12 .40
13 .37
14 .33
15 .36
16 .45
17
18 .33
19
20 .36
21 .42
22 .34
23 .44
24 .42
(table continues)
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Table 11 (continued)
RCI Item* 1 Factor1’
25 .49
26
27 .41
28 .50
29 .53
30 .55
31 .52
32
33 .52
34 .40
35 .47
36 .40
37 .39
38 .40
39 .45
40 .38
41 .33
42 .55
43
44 .41
45 .53
46 .44
47 .36
48
49 .34
50
(table continues)
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Table 11 (continued)
RCI Item* 1 Factor1’
51
52 .30
53
54 .44
55
56
Variance Explained 15.75%
* Total Variance explained (2-Factor) = 22.13% 
b Principal components solution.
c Expressed as percentage of explained variance inthe data by the solution.
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Table 12
Summary of Rotated Factor Pattern (Orthogonal) and Factor Structure (Oblique) 
Coefficients for Two-Factor Solutions for the Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI) 
(n = 1921)
RCI Item* 2-Factor Orthogonal 2-Factor Oblique
i n  i n
1 .34
2 .40 .40
3 .44 .46
4 .41 .43
5 .34
6 .46 .48
7
8 .41
9 .46
10 .46
11 .50 .48
12 .47 .49
13 .50 .51
14 .43 .44
15 .34
16 .45 .47
17 .37 .37
18
19
20 .47 .46
21 .58 .56
(table continues)
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Table 12 (continued)
RCI Item* 2-Factor Orthogonal 2-Factor Oblique
i n  i n
22 .45 .46
23 .43 .45
24 .42 .43
25 .50 .52
26 .36 .35
27 .37 .40
28
29 .51 .54
30 .63 .64
31 .57 .58
32
33 .63 .62
34 .48 .47
35 .35 .49
36 .38
37 .40
38 .40
39 .47 .50
40 .47 .46
41 .47 .46
42
43
44 .47 .47
45
46
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Table 12 (continued)
RCI Item* 2-Factor Orthogonal 2-Factor Oblique
I II I n
48 .56 .54
49 .42 .43
50 .62 .60
51 .38 .39
52 .41 .42
53 .51 .50
54 .44 .47
55 .52 .51
56 .56 .55
Variance
Explainedb 12.41% 9.71% 13.82% 11.08%
Total Variance Explained1* (2-Factor) = 22.13%
•All RCI items have been reverse scored.
‘’Expressed as the percentage of explained variance in the data for the solution.
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completed. Also shown in Table 12, is the two-factor oblique solution. In this solution, 
45 of the 56 items (80%) loaded on a single factor. Four items (#18, 19, 32, 43) did 
not load on either factor, and the remaining seven items loaded on both factors at or 
exceeding .32. For the 45 items loading on a single factor, factor loadings ranged from 
.34 to .64. The first factor consisted of 26 items, with factor loadings ranging from .34 
to .64. The second factor consisted of 19 items, with factor loadings ranging from .37 
to .60.
In the two-factor oblique solution, the first factor accounted for 13.82% of the 
variance in the data, while the second factor accounted for 11.05% of the variance in 
the data. Because the oblique solution does not assume complete independence among 
factors, the percentage of explained variance accounted for by each individual factor, 
while ignoring other factors in the solution, was higher in the oblique solution than in 
the orthogonal solution. However, based upon the final communality estimate, the total 
percentage of explained variance in the data resulting from the two-factor oblique 
solution was also 22.13%.
Supplemental Factor Analyses.
Prior research using the RCI and factor analytic studies has reported the RCI as 
a unidimensional measure of receptivity to change. In light of prior and present 
findings, a second, separate factor analysis was completed for the 45 items loading on 
the one-factor solution. In particular, this subsequent series of analyses was conducted 
to examine whether or not a sub-construct was contained in the initial one-factor 
solution. Preliminary analyses were completed by submitting the data to a series of
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factor analytic solutions extracting from one to four factors using both orthogonal and 
oblique rotation techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985). Again, a two-factor oblique 
solution seemed to best represent the data. However, only 37 of the 45 items loaded 
on a single factor, seven items loaded on both factors and one item did not load on any 
factor. Content analysis of the items loading on each factor did not appear to clarify or 
refine conceptual explanations resulting from the initial factor analyses. Finally, a 
smaller percentage of total explained variance in the data was obtained with this 
secondary analysis, as compared to the initial analyses conducted. Thus, results of these 
subsequent factor analyses of the RCI did not enhance the initial conceptual explanation 
of teacher receptivity to change.
Final Solution Retained
As previously described, a variety of analyses were conducted. Based upon these 
results, the decision was made to retain the initial two-factor oblique solution which 
empirically verified the RCI as a two-dimensional measure of teacher receptivity to 
change.
Correlations between the two factors identified for the RCI were examined to 
determine the independence of these factors. A correlation of .31 was obtained for the 
two factors, verifying the relative independence of these factors. Thus, 45 items 
reflecting two separate subscales with factor structure correlations ranging from .34 to 
.64 were retained for the reconstructed version of the RCI. Items retained on each of 
the subscales for the reconstructed RCI are reflected in an item location index for 
reconstructed subscales/scales included in Appendix C (Table C-l).
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Subscale Structure/Interpretation
Two subscales were constructed based upon the results of factor analyses and 
were used in subsequent analyses pertinent to the research questions in this study.
Receptivity to superficial/behavioral change. The first subscale represented as 
Factor I in the two-factor oblique solution shown in Table 12 may be described as 
representing receptivity to superficial/behavioral change. Items included in this subscale 
appear to target school or district level changes that relate primarily to organizational 
compliance and implementation of procedures associated with specified programs or 
services. Also, it seems that these types of superficial/behavioral changes might also 
preserve existing levels of teacher authority and autonomy. Based upon results of the 
two-factor analyses described above, 26 items were retained to operationally define this 
subscale.
Receptivity to cultural/normative change. The second subscale represented as 
Factor II in the two-factor oblique solution shown in Table 12 may be described as 
representing receptivity to cultural/normative change. Items included in this subscale 
target changes in deep-seated, traditional structures of "who we are" and "how we do 
things around here" (Corbett, et al., 1987) that routinely evolve and are reinforced 
through informal and unwritten rules and norms within a school or district organization. 
These types of cultural/normative changes typically require teachers to significantly alter 
traditional or normative ways of operation and/or adopt fundamentally different 
approaches. Based upon results of the two-factor analyses, 19 items were retained to 
operationally define this subscale.
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A decision to retain the two-factor oblique solution allowed for retention of the 
largest possible number RCI items for these two revised subscales. Because these factor 
analyses disconfirmed the original unidimensional construct of receptivity to change and 
reliability was of concern, the two-factor oblique solution was considered the best and 
most reasonable representation of the data for the initial use of RCI subscales. The two- 
factor orthogonal solution yielded 22 items that loaded on Factor I and 18 items that 
loaded on Factor II. This solution was quite similar in the number of items loading on 
each factor, but allowed for a slighter larger number of items that could be included in 
these initial versions of the factored RCI subscales (Table 12).
Factor Analysis of the APA 
Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985), drawing on the prior work of Corwin (1968, 
1970) and Hall (1968, 1969), conceptualized professional orientation in terms of two 
dimensions of professional autonomy: 1) autonomy from client (e.g., students) and 2) 
autonomy from employing organization (e.g., schools). Factor analyses were conducted 
in this study in an attempt to confirm prior conceptions of professional autonomy as a 
proxy measure of professional orientation. As shown in Table 10, missing or erroneous 
data were identified for approximately 5.21% of the entire data set.
Principal Components Analysis
Using principal components analysis, orthogonal and oblique rotation techniques 
(Promax, SAS Institute, 1985), an initial unconstrained factor solution yielded six 
factors. Based upon final communality estimates, the six-factor solution accounted for 
50.91% of the variance in the data. Subsequently, a series of factor analysis solutions
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using both orthogonal and oblique rotations (Promax) were completed iteratively 
extracting from one to six factors (SAS Institute, 1985).
One-factor solution. As shown in Table 13, the one-factor principal components 
solution resulted in 8 of the 22 APA-items (64%) loading at or exceeding .31. Factor 
loadings ranged from .31 to .62, with 11 of the 22 (50%) loading at or exceeding .45. 
The percentage of variance in the data explained by the one-factor solution was 15.19%. 
Orthogonal Solution
Twelve items loaded on only a single factor in the two-factor orthogonal 
solution. As shown in Table 14, the first factor (6 items) accounted for 13.80% of the 
variance in the data, while the second factor (6 items) accounted for 12.32% of the 
variance. Based upon the final communality estimate, the total percentage of explained 
variance in the data resulting from this solution was 26.12%.
Oblique Solution
Also shown in Table 14, the two-factor oblique solution had 17 items loading 
on only a single factor. Factor loadings ranged from .33 to .69, with 14 of the 22 items 
loading at or exceeding .40. When ignoring other factors in the solution, the first factor 
(6 items) accounted for 14.09% of the variance in the data, while the second factor (11 
items) accounted for 12.55% of the variance. Based upon the final communality 
estimate, the total percentage of explained variance in the data accounted for by the two- 
factor oblique solution was 26.12%.
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Table 13
Summary of Factor Pattern Structure Coefficients (1 Factor Solution) for the Attitudes 
of Professional Automonv Scale (APA) (n=1921)
APA Item 1 Factor1’
1* .32
2
3*
4" .32
5
6* .55
7* .50
8* .49
9s .33
10" .50
11* .57
12
13
14
15
16*
17
181
19
20*
21*
22
Variance Explained 15.19%
Total Variance Explained (2-Factor) = 26.12%
• Items has been reverse-scored. 
b Principal components solution.
0 Expressed as the percentage of explained variance in the data for the solution.
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Table 14
Summary of Rotated Factor Pattern (Orthogonal) and Factor Structure (Oblique) 
Coefficients for 2 Factor Solutions for the Attitudes of Professional Automonv 
Scale (APA) (n=1921)
2-Factor Orthogonal 2-Factor Oblique
APA Item I II I II
1" .39 .40
2
3° .50 .49
4“ .45 .45
5
6“ .32
T .49
8a
9a .60 .59
10s .63 .64
l l a .37
12 .60 .61
13 .70 .69
14 .66 .65
15 .57 .57
16a .56
17 .56
18“ .49
19 .48 .33
20” .47
21a .52
22 .53
Variance
Explainedb 13.80% 12.32% 14.09% 12.55%
Total Variance Explained (2-Factor)b = 26.12%
a Items has reverse-scored.
b Expressed as a percentage of the explained variance in the latter.
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Final Solution Retained
A variety of analyses were completed with the APA. In addition, correlations 
between the two factors in the oblique solution were examined to determine their 
relative independence. A correlation of (-.13) was obtained for the two factors, 
verifying these factors to be rather independent of one another. Consideration of 
reliability concerns and the exploratory nature of the study influenced the decision to 
retain the two-factor oblique solution (17 items), rather the simpler orthogonal solution 
(12 items). Thus, results of the retained two-factor oblique solution confirmed the APA 
(a proxy measure of professional orientation) as a two-dimensional construct measure. 
Subscale Structure/Interpretation
Content analysis of the specific items loading on each APA factor did not 
completely agree with the original assignment of items to subscales by Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz (1985). As reflected in Table 14, six items loaded on Factor I and eleven 
loaded on Factor II.
APA subscales were reconstructed to reflect the items loading on each factor in 
the two-factor oblique solution that was retained. Examination of the content reflected 
in each set of items prompted assignment of alternate subscale descriptions to better 
reflect the content in each subscale/factor.
Organizational autonomy. The six items on Factor I appear to reflect more 
general elements of organizational autonomy, than just autonomy from the employing 
organization. As applied to school organizations, items reflected in Factor I target this 
broader conception of autonomy as it applies to an organization. Thus, items in the
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organizational autonomy subscale represent individuals’ preference to act independently 
of organizational influence and rules.
Interpersonal autonomy. The 11 items loading on Factor II seem to more clearly 
reflect a broader conception of interpersonal autonomy than just from clients. That is, 
items loading on Factor II target autonomy not only from clients (i.e., students), but also 
colleagues, co-workers and other individual with whom teacher interact. Thus, items 
in the interpersonal autonomy subscale seem to broadly reflect individuals’ preferences 
to: 1) act independently of human influence that might emanate from co-workers (e.g., 
teachers) other professionals or adults (e.g., other education professionals), or clients 
(e.g., students); and 2) maintain higher levels of allegiance to professional convictions 
regarding their roles and decision-making.
Factor Analysis of the BOS 
A series of factor analyses were conducted with the BOS in an attempt to verify 
the original unidimensional structure of the bureaucratic orientation concept. Inspection 
of descriptive summaries revealed missing or erroneous data for approximately five 
percent (5.21%) of the sample (Table 10).
Principal Components Analysis
Using principal components analysis and orthogonal and oblique rotation 
techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985), an initial unconstrained factor solution yielded 
three factors. Based upon final communality estimates, the three-factor unconstrained 
solution accounted for 45.69% of the variance in the data. Subsequently, a series of
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factor analysis solutions using both orthogonal and oblique rotations (Promax) were 
completed iteratively extracting from one to six factors (SAS Institute, 1985).
One-factor solution. Table 15 shows that the one-factor principal components 
Solution provided item loadings for all fifteen items ranging from .37 to .66. Ten of the 
fifteen items loaded at or exceeding .50, with 27.73% of the total variance in the data 
explained by the one-factor solution. Based upon the results obtained through a variety 
of analyses previously described relative to factor analyses conducted for instruments 
in this study, and in light of prior research findings, the decision was made to retain the 
one-factor principal components solution which empirically verified the BOS as a 
unidimensional measure of bureaucratic orientation. Although the one-factor solution 
did not account for as much of the variance in the data as other solutions (e.g., the 3- 
factor solution), conceptually, the one-factor solution best represented the data. All 
fifteen items were retained in the BOS and a total instrument score was used in 
subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions in this study.
Factor Analysis of the CFSO 
The CFSQ (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987) was originally designed for use with 
teachers as a measure of the underlying dynamics of principals’ leadership behavior 
related to implementation of classroom level changes in schools. As with the other 
measures in this study, a variety of factor analyses were conducted with the CFSQ 
before proceeding with analyses pertinent to research questions guiding the study. 
Inspection of the data revealed missing or erroneous data for approximately 3.3% of the 
sample (Table 10).
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Table 15
Summary of Factor Pattern Coefficients for the Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS) 
(n=1921)
BOS Item* 1 Factor*1
1 .61
2 .50
3 .56
4 .60
5 .37
6 .66
7 .51
8 .47
9 .57
10 .45
11 .48
12 .50
13 .42
14 .55
15
Total Variance Explained0 = 27.73%
.57
* All BOS items have been reverse-scored. 
b Principal components solution.
c Expressed as a percentage of explained variance in the data for the solution.
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Results of factor analyses with the CFSQ are summarized in terms of two levels 
of analyses: 1) Factor analytic studies were conducted in an attempt to confirm the 
change facilitator style construct as multi-dimensional and the conceptual bases for the 
six bi-polar subscales of the CFSQ; and 2) Based upon results of these initial factor 
analyses, the data were re-examined and a second series of factor analyses was 
completed to investigate the change facilitator style construct in terms of either three 
unidirectional dimensions reflected in the CFSQ or as a unitary construct.
Level I: Initial Factor Analyses
Principal components analysis. Using principal components analysis, orthogonal 
and oblique rotation techniques (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985), an initial unconstrained 
factor solution yielded three factors. Based upon final communality estimates, the three- 
factor unconstrained solution accounted for 56.50% of the variance in the data. 
Subsequently, a series of factor analysis solutions using both orthogonal and oblique 
rotations (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985) were completed iteratively extracting from one 
to six factors in an attempt to verify the six bi-polar subscales of the CFSQ.
Orthogonal and oblique solutions. Results of the initial factor analyses did not 
confirm the six subscales of the CFSQ as distinct constructs relating to change facilitator 
style. In the orthogonal (Varimax) and oblique (Promax) solutions, no items loaded on 
Factor VI, and only two items loaded each on Factors III, IV, and V.
Level II: Second Series of Factor Analyses
The content of the CFSQ was re-examined and selected items were reverse- 
scored to permit further investigation of the change facilitator style construct.
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Reverse-scored items have been identified in Table 16. These data were then submitted 
to a series of principal components factor analyses utilizing both orthogonal and oblique 
rotation procedures (Promax, SAS Institute, 1985).
Given the decision rules previously established and described in Chapter 4, factor 
solutions involving four, five and six factors for utilizing orthogonal and oblique 
rotations did not satisfactorily represent the data. Results of analyses pertinent to the 
orthogonal and oblique rotation techniques for three-factor and two-factor solutions as 
well as the one factor principal components solution, are summarized as follows.
Orthogonal solutions. Examination of the three-factor orthogonal solution 
(Varimax, SAS Institute, 1985) revealed 27 of 30 items loading on a single factor. In 
this solution, the first factor (14 items) accounted for 28.17% of the variance in the data. 
The second factor (8 items) accounted for 16.91% of the variance in the data, while the 
third factor (5 items) accounted for 10.88% of the variance. Based upon the final 
communality estimate, the total percentage of explained variance in the data resulting 
from the this solution was 56.50%.
The two-factor orthogonal solution (Varimax, SAS Institute, 1985) showed that 
22 of 30 items loaded on a single factor. In this solution, the first factor (16 items) 
accounted for 33.03% of the variance in the data, while the second factor (5 items) 
accounted for 19.11% of the variance in the data. Based upon the final communality 
estimate, the total percentage of explained variance in the data resulting from the this 
solution was 52.15%.
196
Table 16
Summary of Factor Structure Coefficients (3 Factor Solution) for the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (n=1921)
3 Factor Oblique Solution 
CFSQ Item I II HI
1
2 .75
3 .77
4 .78
5®
6 .69
7®
8 .77
9 .79
10®
11
12
13®
14 .85
15 .73
16“
17 .79
18 .75
19
20 .84
21®
22 .78
23
(table continues)
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Table 16 (continued)
3 Factor Oblique Solution
CFSQ Item I II m
24 .70
25* -.72
26 .68
27*
28* .66
29 .79
30 .84
Variance Explained 42.03% 29.47% 17.03%
Total Variance Explained (3-Factor Solution)b == 56.50%
* Item has been reverse-scored.
b Expressed as a percentage of explained variance in the data for the solution.
i
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Oblique solutions. In the three-factor oblique solution, 21 of the 30 items (70%) 
loaded on a single factor. The remaining nine items loaded on more than a single factor 
at or exceeding .47. As shown in Table 16, the first factor consisted of 14 items, with 
factor loadings ranging from .69 to .85. The second factor consisted of four items, with 
factor loadings ranging from .57 to .72. The third factor consisted of three items 
loading at .68, .70 and .75. Based upon the final communality estimate for the three- 
factor solution, the total percentage of variance in the data explained by this solution 
was 56.50%. The percentage of explained variance in the data accounted for by the 
three factors was: I (42.03%), II (29.47% ) and IB (17.03%). Given these results and 
the nature of an oblique solution, there appeared to be some degree of covariance among 
the factors. To further examine the relative independence between the factors, 
intercorrelations between these three factors were computed.
A correlation of .62 was obtained between the first two factors, suggesting a 
moderate to moderately strong relationship between these two factors. Factor two and 
three appeared to be relatively independent, with an inter-factor correlation of (-.22). 
A correlation of (-.43) also suggested independence between factor one and factor three. 
Although items loading on each factor appeared to conceptually align to some degree, 
items loading on the first and second factor seemed to be opposing examples of the 
same concept, rather than defining distinctly different concepts. Based upon the content 
analysis of the items loading on each of the three factors, it was decided to further 
examine the conceptual framework of the CFSQ by analyzing and comparing the degree 
to which the data conceptually fit together in the one-factor and two-factor solutions.
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Table 17
Summary of Factor Structure Coefficients (2 Factor Solution) for the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (n=1921)
2 Factor Oblique Solution
CFSQ Item I II
1 .68 
2
3 .75
4
5a .74
6
7 .74
8 .75
9
10* .64
11 .77
12
13a .42
14
15
16a .71
17
18
19 .61
20
21a .69
22 .70
(table continues)
2 0 0
Table 17 (continued)
2 Factor Oblique Solution
CFSQ Item I n
23 .62
24 .59
25“ .61
26 .64
27“ .77
28“ .61
29
30
Variance Explained8 41.63% 30.36%
Total Variance Explained (2-Factor Solution) = 52.13%
* Item has been reverse-scored.
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For the two-factor oblique solution, 18 of the 30 items (60%) loaded on a single 
factor. The remaining 12 CFSQ items loaded on both factors at or exceeding .57. For 
the 18 items loading on a single factor, factor loadings ranged from .42 to .77. Table 
17 reflects the two factor solution in which the first factor consisted of 13 items, while 
the second factor consisted of five items. Factor loadings ranged from .42 to .77 and 
from .59 to .77, respectively. In the two factor oblique solution, the first factor in the 
solution accounted for 41.63% of the total explained variance in the data, while the 
second factor accounted for 30.36%. Based upon the final communality estimate, this 
solution accounted for 52.13% of the total explained variance in the data.
Inter-factor correlations were computed to determine the independence of these 
factors. A correlation of .57 was obtained for the two factors, suggesting that these 
factors were moderately related to one another. Content analysis of the items loading 
on each factor did not provide a clear conceptual explanation of the data in terms of 
change facilitator style.
One-factor principal components solution. For the one-factor principal 
components solution, all 30 items of the CFSQ (100%) loaded at or exceeding .31. As 
presented in Table 18, factor loadings ranged from .31 to .82, with 26 of the 30 CFSQ 
items loading at or exceeding .52. Based on final communality estimates, the percentage 
of total variance in the data explained by the one-factor solution was 44.80%.
Final Solution Retained/Interpretation
Analyses of the factor loadings and percentage of variance explained in the data, 
as well as an analysis of the content reflected in the items revealed that the one-factor
2 0 2
Table 18
Summary o f Factor Structure Coefficients (1 Factor Solution) for the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (n=1921)
CFSQ Item 1 Factor13
1 .58
2 .76
3 .75
4 .79
5a .68
6 .70
7 .70
8 .76
9 .78
10a .57
11 .64
12 .65
13a .38
14 .81
15 .73
16a .67
17 .74
18 .73
19 .31
20 .81
21a .66
22 .77
23 .58
24 .31
(table continues)
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Table 18 (continued)
CFSQ Item 1 Factor1’
25* -.52
26 .42
27* .71
28 .56
29 .76
30 .82
Total Variance Explained0 44.78%
* Item has been reverse-scored. 
b Principal components solution.
c Expressed as a percentage of the total explained variance in the data.
204
principal components solution provided the best construct definition of change facilitator 
style as measured by the CFSQ. While CFSQ items may represent different perceived 
principal behaviors or style elements that might combine to reflect an overall principal 
change facilitator style, results of the factor analyses suggest that, as measured by the 
CFSQ, change facilitator style is a unitary construct perhaps best represented as 
proactive/strategic leadership within the context of planned organizational change in 
schools. As a result, a total instrument score for the CFSQ was used in subsequent 
statistical analyses of the data, rather than separate subscale scores.
Summaries of Descriptive Statistics 
for Independent and Dependent Variables
Item descriptive statistics for each measure were computed for the total sample 
of teachers and principals in all schools and by school level. Table 19 provides a 
summary of subscale/scale descriptive statistics for each measure for teachers in all 
schools and by school level, while Table 20 provides similar summary data for 
principals.
Detailed summaries of descriptive statistics for the RCI, APA, BOS and CFSQ 
are provided in the following sections, with corresponding summary tables included in 
Appendix C. For each measure, descriptive statistics are presented as follows:
1. in terms of the original versions used during data collection and;
2. for the reconstructed versions of resulting from factor analyses completed in 
this study (i.e., RCI, APA, and CFSQ).
Summary of Total Instrument and Subscale Descriptive Statistics for Teachers in all Schools and by School Level (n=1921)
All Elementary Middle Secondary
Subscale/Scale M SD
x % 
Maxb M SD
x % 
Max M SD
X %  
Max M SD
x % 
Max
Receptivity to Change 
Inventory (56)*
166.68 27.51 59.53 166.06 27.12 59.30 170.69 27.09 60.69 165.01 28.18 58.93
Attitudes of 
Professional Autonomy 
(22)
109.83 19.62 62.40 109.77 20.06 62.37 111.66 18.16 63.44 108.72 19.79 61.77
Subscales:
Autonomy 
from Client 
(11)
58.57 11.93 66.56 58.46 12.23 66.43 59.94 11.68 68.11 57.82 11.54 65.70
Autonomy
from
Employing
Organization
(11)
51.77 11.08 58.83 51.66 11.45 58.70 51.87 11.14 58.94 51.88 10.43 58.95
Bureaucratic 
Orientation Scale (IS)
76.46 16.95 63.72 75.97 17.63 63.31 76.30 16.34 63.58 77.35 16.21 64.46
(table continues)
Table 19 (continued)
All Elementary Middle Secondary
Subscale/Scale M SD
x%
Max M :SD
x%
Max M ;SD
x%
Max M SD
x%
Max
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire (30)c
Subscales:
Social/Informal (5) 21.61 4.92 72.03 22.38 4.69 74.60 20.91 5.03 69.70 20.84 5.01 69.47
Meaningful/Formal (5) 23.38 5.17 77.93 23.96 5.02 79.87 22.97 5.04 76.57 22.71 5.39 75.70
Trust in Others (5) 13.03 5.90 43.43 12.49 5.75 41.63 13.80 6.03 46.00 13.37 5.97 44.57
Administrative 
Efficiency (5)
24.02 5.48 80.06 24.70 5.20 82.33 23.26 5.55 77.53 23.43 5.75 78.10
Day to Day (5) 12.92 5.32 43.06 12.38 5.26 41.27 13.36 5.21 44.53 13.51 5.41 45.03
Vision and Planning 
(5)
24.24 5.36 80.80 24.90 5.17 83.00 24.19 4.91 80.63 23.19 5.78 77.30
* Number of items in the subscale/scale.
b x % Maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale/scale mean by maximum possible score for the subscale/scale. 
c CFSQ subscales are not unidirectional; thus, computation of a total instrument score is not appropriate for this original version.
Table 20
Summary of Total Instrument and Subscale Descriptive Statistics for Principals in all Schools and by School Level (n=87)
All Elementary Middle Secondary
Subscale/Scale M SD
x%
Maxb M SD
x %
Max M SD
x % 
Max M SD
x % 
Max
Receptivity to Change 
Inventory (56)*
169.98 35.61 60.71 169.04 29.48 60.37 180.82 29.18 64.58 163.64 49.60 58.44
Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy (22)
102.01 15.26 57.96 102.90 11.79 58.47 105.71 12.06 60.06 97.23 22.26 55.24
Subscales:
Autonomy from 
Client (11)
51.70 9.89 58.75 52.21 8.93 59.33 52.35 9.10 59.49 50.09 12.47 56.92
Autonomy from 
Employing 
Organization (11)
50.31 9.68 57.17 50.69 8.18 57.60 53.35 8.82 60.63 47.14 12.50 53.57
Bureaucratic Orientation 
Scale (15)
102.01 15.26 85.01 82.07 13.70 68.39 81.59 12.08 67.99 84.14 14.22 70.12
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire (30)c
Subscales:
Social/Informal (5) 23.33 3.74 77.67 23.83 2.93 79.43 22.59 5.85 75.30 22.76 3.24 75.87
(table continues)
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Table 20 (continued)
All Elementary Middle Secondary
Subscale/Scale m  :SD
x % 
Max M ;SD
x % 
Max M ;SD
x%
Max M SD
x%
Max
Meaningful/Formal (5) 25.62 3.48 85.40 25.77 2.87 85.90 24.41 5.69 81.37 26.24 2.12 87.47
Trust in Other (5) 14.02 4.32 46.73 15.15 4.37 50.50 13.00 4.73 43.33 12.26 3.12 40.87
Administrative 
Efficiency (5)
25.42 3.57 84.73 25.13 2.88 83.77 25.29 5.98 84.30 26.19 2.27 87.30
Day to Day (5) 12.98 4.06 43.27 12.71 3.79 42.37 13.19 4.89 43.97 13.43 4.17 44.77
Vision and Planning (5) 24.87 3.55 82.90 25.27 2.57 84.23 24.06 5.94 80.20 24.62 2.97 8107
* Number of items in the scale/subscale. 
b x % Maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale/scale mean by maximum possible score for the subscale/scale. 
c CFSQ subscales are not unidirectional; thus, computation of a total instrument score is not appropriate for this original version.
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RCI Descriptive Statistics 
Item descriptive statistics for each of the 56 items on the RCI were computed 
for the total sample of teachers in 94 schools. Descriptive statistics were also computed 
for the sample by school level (elementary, middle, secondary). Summary tables are 
presented in Appendix C. Similar descriptive summaries were also completed for the 
sample of principals (n=87) and are also included in Appendix C. Principals were asked 
to respond to the RCI in terms of their perceptions and beliefs regarding the typical 
teacher response in their school to each item.
All RCI item responses were reverse-scored during data compilation for the 
purposes of statistical analyses and clarity. As a result, summary data reflected in this 
section reflect item scores that may range from a minimum score of 1.00 (extremely low 
receptivity/total rejection) to a maximum possible score of 5.00 (extremely high 
receptivity/total acceptance). Thus, higher scores reflect higher levels of positive 
receptivity to change among teachers.
The mean expressed as a percentage of maximum possible score5 for each item 
was computed by dividing the item mean score by the maximum possible item score. 
Thus, mean percentage of maximum possible scores (x% maximum) may be interpreted 
as indices of the degree of receptivity to change perceived by teachers in all schools or 
by school level (elementary, middle, secondary). Computation of this statistic also
Subsequent references to the mean expressed as a percentage of the maximum 
possible score will be noted as x% maximum.
2 1 0
allowed for easier comparisons of RCI responses to other questionnaire items (e.g., 
APA, BOS, or CFSQ) for which different rating scales were utilized.
Teachers
Item means, standard deviations and x% maximum scores for teachers in all 
schools are included in Appendix C. As reflected in Table C-2, item means for the RCI 
ranged from 1.48 (item 56) to 4.35 (item 26). Correspondingly, x% maximum scores 
ranged from 29.30% (item 56) to 87.00% (item 26). Thirty-eight items had mean 
teacher responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 2.5, with only 18 item mean scores 
below the midpoint. Standard deviations ranged from 0.89 (item 2) to 1.55 (item 46).
A summary of descriptive statistics for the 56-item RCI by school level 
(elementary, middle, secondary) is presented in Table C-3. Item mean score ranges and 
standard deviation ranges were quite similar for all school levels, as compared to the 
total sample. Similarly the number of items with mean teacher responses at or 
exceeding the midpoint of 2.5 for each school level was comparable to the number 
reported for the total sample: elementary (38), middle (30) and secondary (37).
Interestingly, item 56 ("Establish a procedure for evaluating teachers that is based on 
student achievement scores.") had the lowest mean response for all groups. Item 26 
("Require all incoming kindergarten children to have complete physical examinations.") 
had the highest mean score for elementary and middle school teachers, with item 21 
("Develop a positive action committee to curb school drop-outs.") reflecting the highest 
mean score for secondary teachers.
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Principals
As previously mentioned, principals were also asked to respond to the 56-item 
RCI, but in terms of their perceptions and beliefs regarding the typical teacher response 
in their schools. Tables C-4 and C-5 present item mean scores, standard deviations and 
x% of maximum scores for principals in all schools and by school level, respectively. 
Item mean scores for principals in all schools ranged from 1.51 (item 53) to 4.45 (item 
26). Standard deviations ranged from 0.82 (item 21) to 1.59 (item 15). Forty-two items 
had mean scores at or exceeding 2.5 (midpoint), and only 14 reflected item mean scores 
below the midpoint.
Descriptive profiles for responses by school level are similar to findings reported 
for the total sample of principals. As evidenced in responses for the total sample, item 
53 ("Allow parents to have the final decision in promotion/retention of their children in 
grades K-12.") had the highest item mean score for principals in middle and secondary 
schools, item 56 ("Establish a procedure for evaluating teachers that is based on student 
achievement scores.") had the highest level response in elementary schools. In contrast, 
item 26 ("Require all incoming kindergarten children to have complete physical 
examinations.") had the lowest item mean response in elementary schools, as in the total 
sample, but different items were reflected in principals’ responses for middle and 
secondary schools: item 44 ("Require all beginning teachers to participate in a one-year 
internship program designed to enhance teaching effectiveness.") and item 11 ("Involve 
parents, teachers, students, and administrators in a total needs assessment of the school 
system."), respectively.
2 1 2
Reconstructed Receptivity to Change Inventory
Based upon results of factor analyses completed in this study, the RCI was 
reconstructed to reflect two distinct subscales: Superficial/Behavioral Change (26 items) 
and Cultural/Normative Change (19 items). Items not retained on either RCI subscale 
have been identified in Table C-2. Descriptive statistics for each RCI subscale were 
computed for all schools and by school level. These are presented for teachers in Table 
C-6 and for principals in Table C-7.
Comparisons of x% maximum scores reveal that both teachers and principals 
reported higher levels of receptivity to change for Superficial/Behavioral Change than 
Cultural/Normative Change. Also, since principals were asked to respond to RCI items 
in terms of their perceptions of the typical teacher response in their schools, it is 
interesting to note similar mean subscale responses between teachers and principals for 
all schools and by school levels.
APA Descriptive Statistics 
Responses for selected items in the APA were reverse-scored during data 
compilation for the purposes of statistical analyses and clarity. These items have been 
identified in Table C-7. Summary data reflect item scores that may range from a 
minimum score of 1.00 (indicative of a weak professional orientation) to a maximum 
score of 8.00 (indicative of a strong professional orientation). Thus, higher mean scores 
reflect higher levels of professional orientation among respondents. Mean percentages 
of maximum possible scores (x% maximum) were also computed for item, subscale and 
total instrument scores. Both teachers and principals were asked to respond to the 22-
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item APA in terms of their individual perceptions and beliefs regarding their respective 
roles and interactions with others in school. Thus, teacher responses are considered 
reflective of levels of professional orientation among teachers, while principal responses 
are considered reflective of levels of professional orientation among principals. 
Teachers
Item means, standard deviations and x% maximum scores for each item and total 
instrument of the APA for teachers in all schools are presented in Table C-8 and by 
school level in Table C-9. Items which have been reverse-scored, as well as items not 
retained on the reconstructed subscales have been identified in these Tables. As 
presented in Table C-8, item means for the APA ranged from 2.95 (item 16: This 
school should not expect to have my wholehearted loyalty and support.) to 7.09 (item 
3: Giving students what they want does not necessarily serve their best interests.), with 
standard deviations ranging from 1.23 (item 9) to 2.09 (item 15). Twenty items had 
mean teacher responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 4.0, with only two item mean 
scores below the midpoint. School level summaries presented in Table C-9 provide 
similar results. Descriptive summaries for the two APA subscales (Autonomy from 
Client and Autonomy from Employing Organization) were also completed for teachers 
in all schools and by school level and are presented in Tables C-10 and C -ll, 
respectively.
Principals
Tables C-12 through C-15 reflect descriptive summaries of principal responses 
to the APA. Summaries are presented for the total sample and by school level, as well
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as for items, total instrument and subscale scores. Although principal responses reflect 
item mean scores that were generally lower than those of teachers, results were similar. 
Item mean responses for principals in all schools ranged from 1.67 (item 16) to 6.67 
(item 3). Elementary school principals had generally lower item mean scores, secondary 
principals had higher item mean scores than middle and secondary school principals, 
while secondary school principals had higher item mean scores than elementary and 
middle school principals. Middle school principals were somewhat in between the other 
two groups. Comparison of descriptive data for teachers and principals seemed to 
suggest slightly higher levels of professional orientation among teachers than among 
principals across all school levels.
Reconstructed Attitudes of Professional Autonomy Subscales
Based upon the results of factor analyses completed in this study, the APA 
subscales were reconstructed for subsequent data analysis relative to this study: 
Interpersonal Autonomy (11 items) and Organizational Autonomy (6 items). Items 
which were reverse-scored and/or were not retained on either revised APA subscale have 
been identified in Tables C-8. Descriptive statistics for subscales for teachers and for 
principals were computed for all schools and by school level. Descriptive summaries 
for teachers are presented in Table C-16 and summary descriptive statistics for principals 
are presented in Table C-17. Comparisons of x% maximum scores reveal that both 
teachers and principals reported slightly higher levels of interpersonal autonomy than 
organizational autonomy. Teachers’ and principals’ self-perceptions of professional 
orientation were similar for all schools and by school level.
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BOS Descriptive Statistics
Teachers and principals were asked to respond to each of 15 items in the BOS 
regarding their individual perceptions and beliefs about their respective roles and 
interactions with others in school. Thus, teacher responses reflect levels of bureaucratic 
orientation among teachers, while principal responses reflect levels of bureaucratic 
orientation among principals. All items in the BOS were reverse-scored during data 
compilation for the purposes of statistical analyses and clarity. The original 
unidimensional version of the BOS was confirmed by factor analyses. Therefore, data 
were retained in this form for subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions 
guiding this study.
Descriptive summaries reflect item mean scores that may range from a minimum 
score of 1.00 (indicative of a weak bureaucratic orientation) to a maximum score of 8.00 
(indicative of a strong bureaucratic orientation). Thus, higher mean scores reflect higher 
levels of bureaucratic orientation among respondents. Descriptive statistics were 
computed for item and total instrument scores for the total sample and by school level. 
These are summarized for teachers (Tables C-18 and C-19) and for principals (Tables 
C-20 and C-21).
Teachers
Item means for teachers in all schools ranged from 3.95 (item 13) to 6.99 (item 
11), with standard deviations ranging from 1.21 (item 11) to 2.12 (items 13 and 14). 
Consistently across school levels, item 11 ("Teachers should become completely familiar 
with the written descriptions of the rules, procedures, manuals, and any other standard
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operating routines of the school.") had the highest mean teacher response. Item 13 
("Teachers teaching the same subject should follow the same kind of lesson plan.") had 
the lowest item mean response for the total sample and for elementary and middle 
school teachers. Item 8 ("When a controversy arises about the interpretation of a school 
rule, a teacher should not "stick his/her neck out" by taking a definite position".) had 
the lowest teacher mean response for secondary level teachers. Thirteen of the fifteen 
items had mean teacher responses at or exceeded the midpoint of 4.0. Mean teacher 
responses among secondary teachers were at or exceeding the midpoint of 4.0 for all 
BOS items.
Principals
Descriptive summaries of principal responses to the BOS reflect item mean 
scores and total instrument mean scores that were somewhat higher than those of 
teachers. For example, descriptive statistics for principals in all schools reflect a total 
instrument mean score of 102.01 (x% maximum = 85.01), as compared to a total 
instrument mean score of 76.46 (x% maximum = 63.72) for teachers. In general, similar 
responses were noted for the lowest item mean scores (items 8 and 13) and the highest 
mean score (item 11) for principals as compared to teachers.
CFSQ Descriptive Statistics 
Item and subscale descriptive statistics for the 30-item CFSQ (Hall & 
Vandenberghe, 1987) were computed for teachers and for principals in all schools and 
by school level. Descriptive summaries reflect item mean scores that may range from 
a minimum score of 1.0 (never or not true) to a maximum score of 8.00 (always or very
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true). Thus, higher scores reflect higher levels of corresponding principal behavior. 
Item and subscale descriptive summaries are presented for teachers in Tables C-22 
through C-25, and for principals in Tables C-26 through C-29.
It should be noted that although item and subscale descriptive statistics for the 
CFSQ are included in Appendix C, a total instrument score has not been reported. 
Because the construct of principal change facilitator style was originally conceptualized 
as multidimensional and was measured by the CFSQ using six bi-polar subscales, a total 
instrument score does not accurately reflect the original conceptual bases of the CFSQ. 
However, subscale scores may be interpreted in terms of higher or lower levels of 
corresponding change facilitator style variables or characteristics associated with overall 
types of change facilitator style. Descriptive summaries for the six bi-polar CFSQ 
subscales are presented in Tables C-24 and C-25 for teachers in all schools and by 
school level.
Teachers
Item means for teachers in all schools ranged from 2.13 (item 21) to 5.30 (item 
1), with standard deviations ranging from 0.94 (item 1) to 1.57 (item 23). Consistently 
across all school levels, item 21 ("Knows very little about programs and innovations") 
had the lowest mean teacher response, while item 1 ("Is friendly when we talk to 
him/her") had the highest mean teacher response. For the total sample of teachers, 21 
of the 30 items had mean teacher responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 3.0. Mean 
teacher responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 3.0 were similar across school levels: 
elementary (20 items), middle (24) and secondary (22).
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Principals
Descriptive summaries of mean principal responses for the six bi-polar CFSQ 
subscales (Tables C-28 and C-29) were somewhat higher than mean teacher responses 
(Tables C-24 and C-25). For example, descriptive statistics for principals in all schools 
reflect a subscale mean score for Meaningful/Formal of 25.62 (x% of maximum = 
85.40%), as compared to a subscale mean score for teachers in all schools of 23.38 (x% 
of maximum = 77.93%). For the total sample of principals, 24 of the 30 CFSQ items 
had mean principal responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 3.0, as compared to 21 
for teachers. Mean principal responses at or exceeding the midpoint of 3.0 by school 
level were elementary (26 items), middle (24 items) and secondary (21). The lowest 
item mean score for principals in all schools and by school levels was for item 21. The 
highest mean principal response was for item 15.
Reconstructed Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire
Results of the factor analyses completed in this study failed to confirm change 
facilitator style as a multidimensional construct as measured by the CFSQ. Based upon 
these results, the CFSQ was considered as a unidimensional measure for subsequent 
analyses pertinent to research questions guiding this study. All 30 CFSQ items were 
retained in the reconstructed version and selected items were reverse-scored. Thus, for 
subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions guiding this study, the total 
instrument score for the reconstructed CSFQ was utilized as a unidimensional measure 
of change facilitator style termed proactive/strategic leadership within a context of 
planned organizational change in schools.
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Tables C-29 and C-30 reflect descriptive statistics for items and the total 
instrument for the reconstructed CSFQ for teachers in all schools and by school level. 
Tables C-31 and C-32 provide similar descriptive summaries for principals in all schools 
and by school level.
Elementary teachers were slightly higher in their perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style than middle or secondary teachers. Elementary and secondary principals 
were similar in their perceptions, and higher than middle school principals’ perceptions 
of the typical teacher’s perceptions of principal/leadership style. For both teachers and 
principals, the x% maximum scores were all above 60.0, with the exception of item 25 
("Explores issues in a loosely structured way"). This was observed for both teachers 
and principals in all schools as well as by school levels. Comparisons of descriptive 
summaries for teachers and principals revealed that both groups responded similarly 
across all items, with principals’ perceptions slightly higher than those of teachers. The 
mean total instrument scores for teachers and principals in all schools were 134.21 and 
140.30, respectively.
Reliability A nalyses
Table 21 provides a summary of Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability 
coefficients for each reconstructed measure for all schools with at least 15 teacher 
respondents (n=59 schools). Alpha coefficients were computed for both teachers and 
principals and are presented in this table for the reconstructed subscale/scale measures 
(SBC, CNC, IA, OA, and CFSQ), as well as the original total instrument versions of the 
RCI and APA. An item location index for the reconstructed versions of subscales/scale
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Table 21
Summary of Standardized Alpha Reliability Coefficients for All Subscales/Scales for 
Teachers (n=1921) and for Principals (n=87) in All Schools
Alpha Coefficients
Subcale/Scale Teachers Principals
Receptivity to Change 
Inventory (56)*b
.90 .91
Superficial/Behavioral 
Change Subscale (26)
.86 .86
Cultural/Normative 
Change Subscale (19)
.81 .83
Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy Scale (22)a
.55 .57
Interpersonal Autonomy 
Subscale (11)
.66 .73
Organizational Autonomy 
Subscale (6)
.71 .63
Bureaucratic Orientation 
Scale (15)
.81 .78
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire
.95 .87
* Original total instrument version used in the data collection process. 
b Number of items on the subscale/scale.
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used in subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions has been provided in Table 
C-l. The item numbers in this table can be used to cross-reference questionnaire items 
in Appendix B and the data tables used to summarize results of analyses pertinent to the 
research questions.
As shown in Table 21, Alpha coefficients for the subscales/scales for all schools 
ranged from .55 (APA) to .95 (reconstructed CFSQ) for teachers. For principals in all 
schools, Alpha coefficients for the subscales/scales ranged from .57 (APA) to .91 
(RCI). Although the RCI and APA are included in Table 21, it should be noted that 
these total instrument versions were reconstructed based upon the results of factor 
analyses to reflect subscales which were used in place of the total instruments for 
subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions guiding this study.
Alpha coefficients for the receptivity to change variables for teachers were .81 
(CNC subscale), .86 (SBC subscale), and .90 (RCI total instrument). Alpha coefficients 
for these measures for principals were .83 (CNC), .86 (SBC) and .91 (RCI total 
instrument). Alpha coefficients for the APA subscales and total instrument for teachers 
were .55 (APA total instrument), .66 (IA) and .71 (OA); for principals, the Alpha 
coefficients for the APA scale, IA subscale and OA subscale were .57, .73 and .63, 
respectively. The Alpha coefficient for the BOS was .81 for teachers, while it was .78 
for principals. Alpha coefficients for the CFSQ were .95 for teachers and .87 for 
principals.
Table 22 provides a summary of the range in Alpha coefficients for each 
subscale/scale for teachers in all schools with at least 15 teacher respondents (n = 59).
Table 22
Summary of Number of Schools Distributed Within Reliability Coefficient Ranges (Cronbach’s Alpha) for All Subscales/Scales 
for All Schools with > 1 5  Teacher Respondents (n=59 schools)
Alpha Range
RCI*
(56)b
SBC
(26)
CNC
(19)
APA*
(22)
IA
(11)
OA
(6)
BOS
(15)
CFSQ
(30)
.90-.99 25 5 5 1 43
.80-.89 29 45 23 1 4 27 13
.70-.79 5 7 14 5 20 25 22 2
.60-.69 2 13 11 16 16 7 1
.50-.59 2 15 7 8 2
.40-.49 10 5 4
.30-.39 1 4 7 1
.20-.29 1 8 1
.10-.19 4 -
.00-.09 1
* Original total instrument version used in the data collection process. 
b Number of items on the subscale/scale.
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As shown in Table 22, data analyzed at the school level demonstrated reliability 
estimates within acceptable ranges (.60-.69) for a majority of schools for most 
subscales/scales. The RCI (total instrument) and the CFSQ had the largest number of 
schools with Alpha coefficients in the .80 to .99 range, while the APA (total instrument) 
had a large number of schools in much lower alpha coefficient ranges (.59 and below).
Intercorrelations Among Subscales/Scales 
Pearson product-moment correlations between reconstructed subscales/scales were 
computed for all schools and by school level. Complete summaries of these analyses 
are included in Appendix C (Tables C-33 through C-36). School (teacher) mean scores 
were used as the units of analysis. Only schools with at least 40% teacher response 
rates (n=81) were used for computing these correlations, as well as subsequent analyses 
pertinent to research questions guiding this study.
RCI Subscales
Pearson product-moment correlations between the receptivity to change subscales 
were computed for all schools using school (teacher) mean scores as the units of 
analysis (n=81). As shown in Table 23, the correlation between the RCI subscales of 
Superficial/Behavioral Change (SBC) and Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) was rather 
moderate in magnitude and positive in direction (.53, pc.OOOl) for all schools. Similar 
correlations were noted between these subscales by school levels: elementary (.37, 
pc.Ol), middle (.61, pc.Ol) and secondary (.79, pc.OOOl). As reflected in Tables C-33 
through C-36, the subscales were positively and rather strongly associated with the RCI 
scale/total instrument in all schools, as well as by school level.
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Table 23
Summary of Intercorrelations Among the RCI (Total Instrument) and RCI Subscales 
(SBC and CNC) for All Schools and by School Level (n=81)s
Subscale/Scale Superficial/Behavioral 
Change Subscale (26)b
Cultural/Normative 
Change Subscale (19)
Receptivity to Change 
Inventory (56)
All .89* .82*
Elementary .86** j j **
Middle .89** .86**
Secondary .96** 90**
Superficial/Behavioral 
Change Subscale (26)
All .53*
Elementary .37*
Middle .61*
Secondary .79**
* Only schools with > 40% teacher response rate were included in this analysis. 
b Number of items on the subscale/scale.
* p < .01
** p < .0001
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APA Subscales
Correlations were also computed between the professional attitudinal autonomy 
(APA) subscales using school (teacher) mean scores as the units of analysis (n=81). The 
correlations between the IA and OA subscales shown in Table 24 show little or no 
relationship (.02, p<.88). At the elementary and middle school levels, relative 
independence of these subscales was further supported (-.001 and -.51, respectively). 
The correlation between the IA and OA at the secondary school level (.43, p=.07) 
suggests a moderate, positive relationship between the two subscales. Correlations 
between the IA and OA generally support these subscales as relatively independent 
measures of distinct constructs, both of which seem to operationally define the more 
abstract construct of professional attitudinal autonomy (APA).
As shown in Table C-33, the correlation between the APA and the BOS 
(bureaucratic orientation) for all schools was negative in direction and moderately strong 
in magnitude (-.48, p.c.OOOl). The correlation between the OA and the BOS 
(bureaucratic orientation) revealed a rather strong, negative relationship (-.81, pc.0001). 
While not statistically significant, the magnitude of the correlation between the IA and 
BOS (.11) suggested only a weak relationship. Correlations between variables for all 
schools were generally replicated in correlational analyses for these variables by school 
level (elementary, middle and secondary) (Table C-34 through C-36).
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Table 24
Summary of Intercorrelations Among the APA (Total Instrument) and APA
Reconstructed Subscales (IA and OA) for All Schools and by School Level (n=81)*
Subscale/Scale
IA
( l l ) b
OAc
(6)
Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy (22)
All .68** .67**
Elementary .68*** .68***
Middle .80*** .52*
Secondary .62** .79* * *
Interpersonal Autonomy 
Subscale (11)
All
Elementary
Middle
Secondary
.02
-.001
-.51**
4 -5***
* Only schools with > 40% teacher response rate were included in this analysis. 
b Number of items on the subscale/scale.
c OA = Organizational Autonomy subscale.
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .0001
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Analyses Pertinent to Research Questions 
Eight primary research questions guided this study. These research questions 
focused on exploring relationships between teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations and teachers’ self perceptions 
of receptivity to change. School means, individual teacher, and principal scores were 
used as the units of analysis as deemed appropriate for each particular research question.
Research questions originally proposed in Chapter 4 focused on principal change 
facilitator style as a multidimensional construct, bureaucratic orientation and teacher 
receptivity to change as separate unidimensional constructs, and professional orientation 
as a two-dimensional construct. For all measures, except bureaucratic orientation, the 
results of the factor analyses completed revealed a need to reconsider the conceptual 
frameworks undergirding these constructs before proceeding with data analyses pertinent 
to the original research questions guiding this study. Thus, reconstructed 
subscales/scales were used in subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions for the 
constructs of principal change, facilitator style, professional orientation, and teacher 
receptivity to change. However, the original, total instrument score for the BOS was 
retained as the variable for bureaucratic orientation.
As previously mentioned in Chapter 4, research questions and subsequent 
analyses pertinent to these questions have been modified to reflect reconsideration of 
these constructs and the reconstructed measures used in the data analyses. Also, data 
analyses pertinent to research questions utilizing school (teacher) mean scores as the
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units of analysis included only schools in which a teacher response rate equal to or 
greater than 40% was obtained (n=81).
Analysis of Research Questions
Question 1
Are there bivariate relationships between teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style, teachers’ bureaucratic and professional orientations and teachers’ 
self-perceptions of receptivity to change?
The first research question was explored by computing Pearson product-moment 
correlations between perceived principal change facilitator style (CFSQ), bureaucratic 
orientation (BOS), professional orientation (IA and OA subscales), and teacher 
receptivity to change (SBC and CNC subscales). School (teacher) mean scores were 
used as the units of analysis. Table 25 provides summaries of the intercorrelations 
between the receptivity to change subscales (SBC and CNC) and measures of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations and perceived principal change facilitator style 
for all schools and by school level.
The correlation between receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) and 
perceived principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) was negative in direction and rather 
moderate in magnitude (r = -.25, p < .05). Analyses of correlations between variables 
by school level revealed no other statistically significant relationship. While not 
statistically significant, four of six correlations between Interpersonal Autonomy and the 
receptivity to change variables (SBC and CNC) were positive and rather moderate in 
magnitude. A similar pattern was noted for five of six correlations between perceived
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Table 25
Summary of Intercorrelations Among Measures of Bureaucratic and Professional 
Orientations, Principal Change Facilitator Style, and Receptivity to Change Subscales 
(SBC and CNC) for All Schools and by School Level (n=81)a
Subscale/Scale SBC (26)b CNC (19)
Interpersonal Autonomy
All .20 .06
Elementary .14 .14
Middle .23 -.44
Secondary .26 .29
Organizational Autonomy
All -.06 -.05
Elementary -.10 -.10
Middle -.05 .12
Secondary -.05 .07
Bureaucratic Orientation
All .13 .08
Elementary .10 .10
Middle .21 -.03
Secondary .24 .06
Change Facilitator Style
All -.17 -.25*
Elementary -.20 -.11
Middle -.23 -.34
Secondary -.22 -.31
Note. SBC = Superficial/Behavioral Change Subscale 
CNC = Cultural/Normative Change Subscale
a Schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
* p < .05
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principal change facilitator style and receptivity to change variables. The five 
correlations were not statistically significant and were all negative in direction and mild 
to moderate in magnitude. Correlations between the receptivity to change variables and 
Organizational Autonomy were quite low, demonstrating little association among these 
variables.
Table 26 provides summaries of intercorrelations between measures of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations (IA, OA, and BOS) and perceived principal 
change facilitator style (CFSQ). Only one correlation was statistically significant: IA 
and CFSQ at the secondary school level (r = -.61, p < .01). While not statistically 
significant, correlations between Organizational Autonomy and the CFSQ were all 
negative in direction and moderate in magnitude. An opposite pattern was notedfor the 
correlations between Bureaucratic Orientation and the CFSQ: positive in direction, 
rather moderate in magnitude, but not statistically significant.
Question 2
What percentage of the variation in measures of teacher receptivity to change is 
explained or accounted for by principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic orientation, 
and professional orientation?
As mentioned in Chapter 4, the original intent of this research question was to 
examine the contribution of various change facilitator style variables (separately and in 
combination) to explain or account for variance in teacher receptivity to change. The 
results of the factor analytic studies completed for this sample of teachers failed to 
confirm the CFSQ as multidimensional, and thus, vitiated the original analysis.
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Table 26
Summary of Intercorrelations Among Measures of Bureaucratic and Professional 
Orientations and Principal Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) for All Schools and by 
School Level (n=81)*
Subscale/Scale CFSQ
Interpersonal Autonomy
All -.18
Elementary -.08
Middle -.07
Secondary -.61*
Organizational Autonomy
All -.20
Elementary -.24
Middle -.37
Secondary -.35
Bureaucratic Orientations
All .20
Elementary .24
Middle .25
Secondary .31
* Schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
* p < .01
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Therefore, the research question presented above was modified to explore the 
contribution of principal change facilitator style and other independent variables 
(interpersonal autonomy, organizational autonomy, and bureaucratic orientation) to 
explain or account for variation in teacher receptivity to change (Superficial/Behavior 
Change and Cultural/Normative Change).
In order to answer this research question, two stepwise multiple regression 
analyses using forward inclusion procedures (SAS Institute, 1985) were completed by 
regressing each measure of teacher receptivity to change (SBC and CNC) on measures 
of bureaucratic orientation (BOS), professional orientation (IA and OA), and perceived 
principal change facilitator style (CFSQ). School (teacher) mean scores were used as 
units of analysis in the regression analyses.
The first regression analysis for the set of independent variables previously 
described used Superficial/Behavioral Change (SBC) as the dependent variable. No 
variables entered the equation at the .05 level of significance. However, when the 
significance level was set at .10, Interpersonal Autonomy entered the equation, but 
accounted for only 3.84% of the variance in teacher receptivity to Superficial/Behavioral 
Change. No other variables entered at the .10 level of significance.
The second regression analysis for the set of independent variables used 
Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) as the dependent variable. With a significance level 
of .05, only one variable entered the equation for this regression analysis: perceived 
principal change facilitator style (CFSQ). This variable accounted for 6.20% of the 
variance in teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change. No other variables entered
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the equation at the .05 level of significance. When the significance level was set at .10, 
no other variables entered the equation.
Question 3
To what extent are teacher receptivity to change and teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style moderated by bureaucratic and professional 
orientations?
A series of partial correlation analyses were completed between principal change 
facilitator style (CFSQ) and teacher receptivity to change variables (SBC and CNC) 
while controlling for covariation of these variables with bureaucratic orientation (BOS) 
and proxy measures of professional orientation (Interpersonal Autonomy [IA] and 
Organizational Autonomy [OA]). School (teacher) mean scores were used as the units 
of analysis.
Table 27 presents a summary of results of these partial correlations. Six of eight 
partial correlations were statistically significant. All were negative in direction, with 
most being moderate in magnitude. Comparisons of these results with Pearson 
correlation. coefficients presented in Tables 25, revealed similar correlational patterns 
with the partial correlations (Table 27) being slightly stronger in magnitude. For 
example, the partial correlation between the SBC and CFSQ, while controlling for 
bureaucratic orientation (BOS) is (-.20, p.<05) as compared to a nonsignificant (p>.05) 
simple Pearson correlation of (-.17). Partial correlations between the SBC and CFSQ, 
while controlling for Interpersonal Autonomy and while controlling for both
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Table 27
Partial Correlations Among Principal Change Facilitator Style and Teacher Receptivity 
to Change Variables for Teachers Using School Mean Scores After Controlling for 
Bureaucratic and Professional Orientation Variables (n=81)
Subscale/Scale CFSQa CFSQb CFSQC CFSQd
SBC -.20* -.14 -.18* -.15
CNC -.27** -.24* -.26** -.26**
* Controlling for Bureaucratic Orientation (BOS) 
b Controlling for Interpersonal Autonomy (IA)
c Controlling for Organizational Autonomy (OA)
d Controlling for both Interpersonal Autonomy (IA) and Organizational Autonomy (OA)
* p < .05
** p < .01
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Interpersonal Autonomy and Organization Autonomy, resulted in slightly lower and 
nonsignificant correlations (-.14 and -.15, respectively).
As shown in Table 27, all partial correlations between Cultural/Normative 
Change and Change Facilitator Style were statistically significant and slightly stronger 
in magnitude than the simple Pearson correlations between these variables shown in 
Table 25.
Question 4
Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style and teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
As mentioned in Chapter 4, the original intent was of this question was to 
explore relationships using canonical correlation procedures. Principal change facilitator 
style variables (n=6) were to comprise one variable set, while bureaucratic and 
professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change were to comprise the second 
variable set. However, because the results of factor analyses completed with the CFSQ 
failed to confirm more than one dimension of the change facilitator style construct, the 
analysis pertinent to this research question was modified.
In order to explore multivariate relationships between perceived principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to 
change variables, a stepwise multiple regression analysis using forward inclusion 
procedures was completed. This analysis was completed by regressing principal change 
facilitator style (dependent variable) on the measures of bureaucratic orientation (BOS),
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proxy measures of professional orientation (IA and OA), and measures of teacher 
receptivity to change (SBC and CNC).
Table 28 provides a summary of this analysis. The first variable to enter the 
regression equation was Cultural/Normative Change (CNC). This receptivity to change 
variable accounted for 6.15% of the explained variance in principal change facilitator 
style. The second variable to enter the equation was Bureaucratic Orientation (BOS), 
accounting for 4.82% of the explained variance. In combination, these two variables 
accounted for a total of 10.97% of the total variance in principal change facilitator style.
As reflected in Table 28, when the significance level was altered from .05 to .10, 
a third variable entered the equation, Interpersonal Autonomy. This variable accounted 
for an additional 3.47% of the variance in principal change facilitator style.
These results indicate that, of the set of independent variables, the most 
important variables explaining variation in perceived principal change facilitator style 
across all schools were teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) and 
teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic orientation (BOS).
Question 5
Does the within-school variance of teacher receptivity to change explain or 
account for significant amounts of variance in perceived principal change facilitator 
style?
A stepwise multiple regression analysis using forward inclusion procedures was 
completed to examine the contribution of both mean and standard deviation scores for 
teacher receptivity variables to explained variance in perceived principal change
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Table 28
Summary of Stepwise Regression of Principal Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) on 
School Mean Scores of the RCI Subscales (SBC and CNC), APA Subscales (IA and 
OA) and BOS (n=81)
Variable entered R R2 F P
1 Cultural/Normative
Change
.25 .062 5.1798 .0256*
2 Bureaucratic
Orientation
.33 .110 4.2155 .0434*
3 Interpersonal
Autonomy
.38 .148 3.4180 .0683
* p < .05
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facilitator style. Principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) (dependent variable) was 
regressed on the school-level mean and standard deviation scores for measures of 
teacher receptivity to change (SBC and CNC) (independent variables). School mean and 
school-level standard deviation scores were used as the units of analysis.
Only one variable entered the regression equation at the .05 significance level. 
School-level mean scores for teacher receptivity to Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) 
accounted for 6.15% of explained total variance in perceived principal change facilitator 
style (CFSQ). When the significance level was modified to .10, no other variables 
entered the regression equation. These results suggest that variation in the degree of 
cohesiveness in perceptions among teachers regarding change is not as important as the 
variation observed in the absolute level of perceptions among teachers about change for 
explaining variation in teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style. 
Question 6
Are there significant differences among schools based upon the degree to which 
teachers and the principal are congruent in their bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and perceptions of teacher receptivity to change?
This research question was explored using procedures previously described in 
Chapter 4. Principal-teacher mean difference/congruence (P-T-) scores for the IA, OA 
and BOS were computed for all schools. Using these scores, schools were rank-ordered 
from smallest to largest difference score and partitioned into quartiles. Schools in the 
1st and 4th quartiles (smallest and largest difference scores) for each measure of role 
orientation (IA, OA, and BOS) were compared on school (teacher) mean scores for the
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SBC and CNC. These comparisons were made to determine the presence of any 
significant differences in receptivity to superficial/behavioral (SBC) or cultural/normative 
change (CNC) among schools based on the magnitude of principal-teacher
congruence/difference in self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations. 
Separate t tests, using pooled variance estimates, were completed for each RCI subscale 
(SBC, CNC). Individual principal scores and school (teacher) mean scores were used as 
the units of analysis. No statistically significant (p<.05) differences resulted from these 
t-test analyses.
As described in Chapter 4, schools were also separated into two groups using 
actual P-T; scores (i.e., schools with positive P-T- scores in one group, and schools with 
negative scores in the second group) Within each group, schools were then rank-ordered 
and partitioned into quartiles. T test procedures were completed in similar fashion as 
previously described to determine the presence of any significant differences in 
receptivity to superficial/behavioral change(SBC) or cultural/normative change (CNC) 
among schools based on the magnitude and direction of principal-teacher
congruence/difference in self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations. 
No statistically significant (p<.05) differences were found as a result of these t-test 
analyses.
Question 7
Are there significant differences among schools in terms of school-level 
receptivity to change (SBC and CNC) based upon: 1) the degree to which the principal 
and teachers in a school agree on measures of teachers’ perceptions of principal change
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facilitator style, and 2) the degree to which the principal and teachers in a school agree 
on measures of perceptions of teacher’s receptivity to change?
This question was explored using similar procedures described for Question 6.
Absolute values of P-Tj scores were rank ordered from smallest to largest and 
partitioned into quartiles for the CFSQ, SBC and CNC. Schools comprising the 1st and 
4th quartiles (smallest and largest difference scores) were then compared using t-test 
procedures for differences among school (teacher) mean scores on the SBC and CNC. 
No statistically significant differences were obtained between mean scores on the SBC 
and CNC based upon P-T; scores for schools identified in 1st and 4th quartiles for each 
independent measure.
As was done in analyses pertinent to Question 6, schools were grouped, rank- 
ordered and partitioned into quartiles using actual values of P-T-j scores. Separate t tests 
were completed in similar fashion as described for Question 6 to determine the presence 
of any significant differences in receptivity to superficial/behavioral change (SBC) or 
cultural/normative change (CNC) among schools based on the magnitude and direction 
of these difference scores (i.e., positive scores/P>Tj or negative scores/P<Tj) in 
perceptions of principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) and teacher receptivity to change 
(SBC and CNC). No statistically significant (p<.05) differences were found as a result 
of these t-test analyses.
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Question 8
Are there relationships between selected individual and school demographic 
variables and teacher receptivity to change, teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations?
A series of t-test and factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were 
completed using selected individual and school demographic variables. Main effects and 
interaction effects were examined in all factorial ANOVA procedures. Individual 
teacher scores, principal scores and school (teacher) mean scores were variously used 
as the units of analysis for these analyses.
Separate t tests for independent means, using pooled variance estimates, were 
completed for all independent and dependent variables (IA, OA, BOS, CFSQ, SBC, and 
CNC) using gender, tenure status, participation in LTIP/LTEP, and union membership 
for teachers. Demographic variables used in t tests for principals included gender, 
tenure status, participation in LTIP/LTEP, district-level management/labor relations 
status (i.e., nonunionized/unionized), and participation in the STAR assessor certification 
program. Summaries of descriptive statistics, t-test values, and significance levels for 
these comparisons are included in Appendix D. Tables D-l through D-4 summarize 
results of t-test analyses for teachers, and Tables D-5 through D-9 provide summaries 
of results of t-test analyses for principals.
Factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were used to examine 
differences among teachers for all subscales/scales using selected demographic variables. 
A 3x9x5x4x4 factorial ANOVA model was completed for each subscale/scale (SBC,
242
CNC, IA, OA, BOS, and CFSQ). Demographic characteristics that were used as 
independent variables in these analyses were: 1) school level (3 levels); 2) years of 
experience (9 levels); 3) number of memberships in professional organizations (5 
levels); 4) educational/degree level (4 levels); and 5) teacher type/classroom 
assignment (e.g., regular, remedial or special education, other) (4 levels).
A series of six factorial ANOVA models (one for each subscale/scale) was also 
completed using principal data. For each subscale/scale (dependent variable), a 
3x9x5x9x5 factorial ANOVA model was used to examine differences among principals. 
In each ANOVA model the following demographic characteristics were used as 
independent variables: 1) school level (3 levels), 2) total years of experience (9 levels), 
3) number of memberships in professional organizations (5 levels), 4) years experience 
in current principalship (9 levels), and 5) number of principalships (5 levels).
Main effects and all possible interaction effects were examined in all ANOVA 
procedures. In instances where a significant F-value was obtained, Scheffe’s multiple 
comparisons tests were completed to identify the specific groups for which significant 
differences were present.
Teachers. Using t-test procedures for independent means, statistically significant 
differences in both measures of receptivity to change (SBC and CNC) were noted based 
on gender. As shown in Table D-l, female teachers were higher than male teachers in 
their self-perceptions of receptivity to superficial/behavioral change (t = 4.90, pc.0001), 
while male teachers were higher than female teachers in their self-perceptions of 
receptivity to cultural/normative change (t = -2.64, pc.Ol). No other statistically
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significant differences were noted in mean subscale/scale scores for other variables 
based on gender.
Table D-2 shows comparisons of teacher groups based on tenure status (non­
tenured/tenured) for each independent and dependent variable. Three statistically 
significant (p<.05) differences were noted: 1) non-tenured teachers were higher in their 
self-perceptions of receptivity to cultural/normative change than tenured teachers (t = 
4.31, pc.0001); 2) tenured teachers were higher than non-tenured teachers in self­
perceptions of organizational autonomy (t = -2.64, pc.Ol); and 3) non-tenured teachers 
perceived their principals to be higher in change facilitator style than tenured teachers 
(t = 2.53, pc.Ol). Examination of mean-difference scores for these statistically 
significant differences were rather small, however, making it difficult to infer any 
educational or practical significance of these results.
Comparisons of teacher mean scores on the various independent and dependent 
variables based on teachers’ union membership status (i.e., dues-paying union member 
or not) resulted in three statistically significant (pc.05) differences. As shown in Table 
D-3, teachers who described themselves as members of a teachers’ union had higher 
scores on the SBC than did teachers who were not members (t = -2.41, pc.02). 
However, teachers who were not members of a teachers’ union had higher mean scores 
on the OA subscale than did teachers who were union members (t = -2.45, p<.02). The 
third statistically significant difference was noted in teacher mean scores for the CFSQ: 
teachers who were not union members perceived their principals to have higher levels 
of change facilitator style than teachers who were union members (t = 1.96, pc.05).
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Comparisons of mean scores for these significant differences among teachers were 
considered rather small to be meaningfully interpreted.
A series of factorial analyses of variance models were completed for teachers in 
all schools for each of the independent and dependent variables (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, 
BOS and CFSQ) using the demographic variables previously described. For the CNC, 
a statistically significant F-value was obtained (F = 1.16, p<.03) supporting differences 
among teachers’ self-perceptions to receptivity to cultural/normative change based upon 
differences in the selected demographic characteristics. Further examination revealed 
four main effects in the model that were statistically significant: 1) school level
(elementary, middle, and secondary) (F = 4.05, p<.02); 2) total years of experience as 
an education professional (F = 3.34, pc.0001; 3) education/degree level (bachelor, 
master, master+30/specialist, doctorate) (F = 4.82, pc.002) and 4) number of 
memberships in professional organizations (F = 3.09, pc.02).
Several interaction effects were noted in the ANOVA model for school (teacher) 
means on the CNC. A statistically significant two-way interaction was noted for the 
variables education/degree level and number of memberships in professional 
organizations (F = 1.87, pc.04). Two three-way interactions were statistically significant 
within the ANOVA model: teacher type, experience and education/degree level (F = 
1.59, pc. 04); and school level, experience and education/degree level (F = 1.54, 
pc.04). Four-way interactions at the .05 significance level included: 1) school level, 
teacher type, experience and education/degree level (F = 1.89, pc.04); 2) school level, 
teacher type, experience and number of memberships in professional organizations
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(F = 2.35, p<.02); and 4) teacher type, experience, education/degree level and number 
of memberships in professional organizations (F = 2.26, pc.02).
Scheffe’s (1953) multiple comparisons tests were completed for each of the four 
statistically significant main effects identified in the ANOVA model for the CNC to 
identify pairs of groups for which statistically significant (pc.05) differences were 
present. Results of these comparisons demonstrated statistically significant differences 
between groups of teachers for the variables of school level, and education/degree level.
Teachers in middle schools had significantly higher mean scores on the CNC 
than teachers in elementary schools (mean-difference score = 1.86). For the variable of 
education/degree level, teachers with a master+30/specialist degree had higher mean 
scores on the CNC than did teachers with a master degree (mean-difference score = 
2.45). Similarly, teachers with a bachelor degree had higher mean scores on the CNC 
than did teachers with a master degree (mean-difference score = 2.29). However, no 
statistically significant difference was noted between teachers with a bachelor degree and 
those with a master+30/specialist degree. No other statistically significant differences 
were noted. Comparisons of mean difference scores for these statistically significant 
differences were rather small to be meaningfully interpreted in terms of practical or 
educational significance.
A statistically significant F-value was also obtained for the ANOVA completed 
for the APA subscale, Organizational Autonomy (OA) (F = 1.19, p<.02) In this model, 
one statistically significant main effect was observed for education/degree level (F = 
6.85, pc.0001). Several statistically significant interactions were also noted: 1) a
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two-way interaction effect between education/degree level and experience (F = 1.80, 
p<.03); and 2) a three-way interaction effect between teacher type, education/degree 
level and experience (F = 1.74, pc.02). No statistically significant differences between 
pairs of mean scores for the main effect of education/degree level was found using 
Scheffe’s (1953) multiple comparisons test.
A statistically significant F-value was also obtained for an ANOVA completed 
for the CFSQ (F = 1.30, pc.001). Within the model, two main effects were statistically 
significant: school level (F = 24.38, pc.0001) and education/degree level (F = 5.56, 
pc.001). Four statistically significant interaction effects were also noted within the 
model: 1) teacher type and education/degree level (F = 4.05, pc.0001); 2) school level, 
education/degree level and number of memberships in professional organizations (F = 
3.01, pc.001); 3) school level, teacher type, experience and education/degree level (F 
= 2.12, pc.0001); and 4) teacher type, experience, education/degree level, and number 
of memberships in professional organizations (F = 3.16, pc.002).
Scheffe’s (1953) multiple comparisons tests were completed for each of the two 
statistically significant main effects identified in the ANOVA model for the CFSQ to 
identify pairs of groups for which statistically significant (pc.05) differences were 
present. Results of these comparison demonstrated statistically significant differences 
between groups of teachers for the variables of school level, and education/degree level. 
Teachers in elementary schools perceived their principals as evidencing higher levels of 
principal change facilitator style than did teachers in middle schools (mean-difference 
score = 6.960), as well as teachers in secondary schools (mean-difference score =
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8.472). However, no statistically significant differences were found between teachers 
in middle and secondary schools based on their perceptions principal change facilitator 
style. Teachers with a bachelor degree had higher mean scores on the CFSQ than did 
teachers with a master+30/specialist degree (mean-difference score = 6.013). These 
mean difference scores are somewhat larger than those previously described. However, 
given the large sample size of teachers (n=1921), these mean difference scores are rather 
small to conclude educational/practical significance.
Principals. T tests completed for principals resulted in only three statistically 
significant differences: 1) Female principals had higher mean scores on the CFSQ than 
did male principals (t = 2.54, p<.01); 2) Principals in unionized school districts had 
higher mean scores on the SBC subscale than did principals in non-unionized school 
districts (t = -6.56, p<.05); and 3) Principals in unionized school districts had higher 
mean scores on the OA subscale than did principals in non-unionized school districts 
(t = -2.54, pc.Ol). However, as shown in Tables D-5 through D-9, the mean-difference 
scores were rather small to be meaningfully interpreted as having any educational or 
practical significance. No statistically significant differences were noted among 
principal mean scores resulting from tenure status, participation in STAR assessor 
certification or LTIP/LTEP assessor status.
ANOVAs were also completed for each of the independent and dependent 
variables (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ) using demographic variables previously 
described for principals. Only one ANOVA was statistically significant (CFSQ, F = 
3.18, p<.04). Within this ANOVA model, only one main effect was statistically
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significant (years experience in the current principalship, F = 4.41, p<.03). However, 
results of the Scheffe’s (1953) multiple comparisons tests did not identify any significant 
differences among specific pairs of experience levels for this main effect.
Interaction effects that were statistically significant in the ANOVA for the CFSQ 
included: 1) total years experience and school level (F = 3.79, p<.05); 2) school level, 
years experience in current principalship, total years experience, and number of 
memberships in professional organizations (F = 9.29, p<.02). No other statistically 
significant differences were obtained in these ANOVA procedures.
Supplemental Research Questions
Question 1
Are there bivariate relationships among principal-teacher mean 
difference/congruence scores on principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, teachers’ self-perceptions of receptivity to change, and school- 
level receptivity to change?
Principal-teacher mean difference/congruence scores (P-T-j) that were computed 
in analyses pertinent to Questions 6  and 7 were subjected to further analyses guided by 
this supplemental research question. Pearson product-moment correlations were 
computed between the absolute values of the P-T; scores and school (teacher) mean 
scores on the various measures of principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations and receptivity to change (CFSQ, BOS, IA, OA, SBC and 
CNC) for all schools and by school level. Individual principal scores and school 
(teacher) mean scores were used as the units of analysis.
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Schools were also separated into two groups for each subscale/scale, based upon 
positive and negative P-T; scores. Thus, for P-T; scores on each subscale/scale, one 
group was comprised of schools in which the principal score was greater than the school 
(teacher) mean score (positive P-T-x score), and the second group was comprised of 
schools in which the school (teacher) mean score was greater than the principal score 
(negative P-T; score). Within each group of schools for each subscale/scale, Pearson 
product-moment correlations were then computed between the P-T; scores and school 
(teacher) mean scores for the SBC and CNC. Individual principal scores and school 
(teacher) mean scores were used as the units of analyses.
Role orientations and teacher receptivity to change. Table 29 provides 
summaries of the intercorrelations among the P-T; scores for measures of bureaucratic 
and professional orientations (BOS, IA and OA) and school (teacher) mean scores on 
the SBC and CNC. Analyses of correlations between these variables for all schools and 
by school level revealed no statistically significant relationships. Although not 
statistically significant, several correlation coefficients are noteworthy, given the rather 
small sample sizes for the various school levels. The correlation between P-T; scores 
for Interpersonal Autonomy (IA) and Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) was positive 
in direction and moderate in magnitude. The correlation between P-T; scores for 
Organizational Autonomy (OA) and Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) for all schools 
and at the elementary and middle school levels were positive in direction and moderate 
in magnitude: All, (r = .20, p< .10); Elementary (r = .21, p>.10); Middle (r = .38, 
p>.10). Correlations between principal-teachers difference scores for Bureaucratic
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Table 29
Intercorrelations Among Principal-Teacher Mean Difference Scores (|P-Tx|) on the IA, 
OA, and BOS and School Mean Scores on the RCI (SBC and CNC) for All Schools and 
by School Level (n=75)*
Superficial/Behavioral 
Change (SBC)8
Cultural/Normative Change 
(CNC)b
Subscale/Scale AUC Elem Mid Sec All Elem Mid Sec
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)d
.04 -.01 -.06 .10 .0 2 -.09
r^-©ro
Organizational
Autonomy
(OA)d
.11 .12 .16 -.07 .2 0 * .21 .38 .02
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)d
.07 .09 .06 .18 .2 1 * .19 .08 .45*
* Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal 
questionnaires. b School mean scores.
c A11=A11 schools (n=75)
Elem=Elementary (n=44)
Mid=Middle (n=14)
Sec=Secondary (n=17) 
d Principal-teacher mean difference scores.
* p < .1 0
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Orientation Scale (BOS) and Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) for all schools and at 
the secondary level were positive in direction and moderately and moderately strong in 
magnitude (r = .21, pc.10 and r = .45, pc.10, respectively).
Analyses completed using actual P-T* scores (i.e., positive and negative values) 
resulted in only one statistically significant correlation. The correlation between P-T; 
scores for which principal scores were less than school (teacher) mean scores on the OA 
and school (teacher) mean scores on the CNC was positive in direction and moderate 
in magnitude (r = .32, p<05). While not statistically significant (p<.05), Table D-10 
shows that three of the four correlations involving the OA were moderate in magnitude. 
Also, the correlation between the BOS for negative values of P-T; scores and the SBC 
was positive in direction and moderate in magnitude (r = .21, p>.05).
Change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change. Table 30 provides 
summaries of intercorrelations among P-T; scores for change facilitator style, receptivity 
to change variables, and school (teacher) mean scores for the SBC and CNC. No 
statistically significant (p<05) relationships were found between P-T; CFSQ score and 
school (teacher) means for the SBC and CNC for all schools or by school level.
Although not statistically significant, moderate, negative relationships were noted 
between the SBC and CFSQ for middle and secondary school levels (-.32 and -.22, 
(p>.05), respectively). Also, at the elementary school level, a positive and moderate 
relationship was noted between P-T; CFSQ scores and school (teacher) mean scores for 
the CNC (.31, p>.05).
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Table 30
Intercoirelations Among Principal-Teacher Mean Difference Scores (|P-Tx|) on the 
CFSQ and RCI Subscales (SBC and CNC) and School Mean Scores on the RCI 
Subscales (SBC and CNC) for All Schools and by School Level (n=75)*
Subscale/Scale
Superficial/Behavioral Change 
(SBC)b
Cultural/Normative 
Change (CNC)b
Allc Elem Mid Sec All Elem Mid Sec
CFSQd -.01 .13 -.32 - .2 2 .07 .31 .05 -.05
SBC4 -.31** -.31* -.47 -.27 - .2 2  -.21 -.27 -.10
CNC* -.08 -.09 -.24 - .1 0 .12 .04 .15 .11
• Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal 
questionnaires.
b School mean scores. 
c A11=A11 schools (n=75)
Elem=Elementary (n=44)
Mid=Middle (n=14)
Sec=Secondaxy (n=17) 
d Principal-teacher mean difference scores.
* p < .05
** p < .01
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As previously described, schools were also separated into two groups for each 
subscale/scale, based upon positive and negative P-T* scores. Within each group for 
each subscale/scale, Pearson product-moment correlations were then computed between 
the P-T; scores and school (teacher) mean scores for the SBC and CNC. No statistically 
significant (p<.05) relationships were noted. However, as shown in Table D-10, the 
correlations between P-T* scores in both groups of schools and the CNC were positive 
in direction and moderate in magnitude: P>T5, (.25, p>.05); P<T;, (.35, p>.05).
Congruence and school-level indices of teacher receptivity to change. 
Correlations between P-T; scores on the SBC and CNC and school (teacher) means on 
these variables were examined as an initial probe regarding relationships between 
congruence and school-level indices of teacher receptivity to change. Although these 
results are reported here, they should be interpreted with caution. That is, while P-T; 
scores were correlated with school (teacher) means on the SBC and CNC, these school 
(teacher) mean scores were also used in the computation of P-T; scores for the SBC and 
CNC. Thus, these correlations may reflect somewhat spurious relationships among these 
variables.
As shown in Table 30, a negative, moderate relationship (-.31, p<.01) was 
demonstrated between principal-teachers difference scores on the SBC and school 
(teacher) means on SBC for all schools. That is, smaller P-T- scores were moderately 
associated with higher levels of teacher receptivity to superficial/behavioral change. 
Although not statistically significant, a negative and rather moderate relationship (-.22,
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p>.05) was also noted between difference scores on the SBC and school (teacher) mean 
scores on the CNC for all schools.
Analyses of the data by school level revealed one statistically significant 
correlation at the elementary school level between P-T-j scores on the SBC and school 
(teacher) mean scores on the SBC (-.31, p<.05). Moderate and negative relationships 
were also noted at the middle and secondary school levels (-.47 and -.27, respectively), 
but these were not statistically significant (p>.05). Again, these relationships should be 
cautiously considered for reasons previously mentioned. No significant intercorrelations 
among actual P-T-j scores (i.e., positive and negative values) on the SBC and CNC and 
school (teacher) mean scores on the SBC and CNC were noted.
Question 2
Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ self-perceptions of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
Canonical correlation analyses (SAS Institute, 1985) were completed to examine 
possible multivariate relationships between two variable sets. The first variable set 
included measures of role orientation: bureaucratic (BOS) and professional (IA and 
OA). The second variable set included measures of receptivity to change: 
Superficial/Behavioral Change (SBC) and Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) subscales. 
School (teacher) mean scores were used as the units of analysis, and analyses were 
completed for all schools and by school level. No significant multivariate relationships 
were identified in this analysis between the two sets of measures for all schools.
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Only one significant multivariate relationship between the two sets of variables 
was identified in school level analyses, occurring at the secondary school level (rc = .78, 
p<.04). Pearson product-moment correlations of the variables in each variable set with 
the canonical variate of the opposite variable set were as follows: set one, IA (r = .77), 
OA (r = -.19), BOS (r = .25); set two, SBC (r = .23), CNC (r = -.46). These 
coefficients show that the primary variables contributing to the only multivariate 
relationship between these variable sets were Interpersonal Autonomy (IA) (r = .77) and 
Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) (r = -.46).
Question 3
Is there a relationships between the study variables and school SES?
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed between school-level SES 
and each independent/dependent variable (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ) in the 
study. School (teacher) mean scores and the total percentage of students eligible for 
free or reduced cost lunches in each school were used as the units of analysis. Higher 
school-level SES scores represented lower SES levels in schools. Analyses were 
completed for all schools and by school level. Only one statistically significant 
relationship was identified between school (teacher) mean scores for bureaucratic 
orientation (BOS) and school-level SES ( r = .31, p<.005). Thus higher school (teacher) 
mean scores on the BOS were associated with lower SES levels in schools.
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Question 4
Are there bivariate relationships between principals’ self-perceptions of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations and their perceptions of: 1) teachers’
perceptions of principal change facilitator style, and 2) teachers’ self-perceptions of 
receptivity to change?
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed between principals’ scores 
and school (teacher) mean scores for principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change for all schools and by school 
level. Individual principal scores and school (teacher) mean scores were used as the 
units of analysis. It is important to recall that principal scores on the IA, OA and BOS 
reflect principals’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional orientations, while 
scores on the SBC, CNC, and CFSQ were indicative of principals’ perceptions regarding 
the typical teacher response in the school on each of these measures.
As shown in Table 31, six statistically significant correlations were noted. A 
positive and moderate relationship was found between principals’ perceptions of teacher 
receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) and school-level (school/teacher mean 
scores) receptivity to cultural normative change (r = .24, p<.05). A negative relationship 
that was moderate in magnitude was noted between principals’ perceptions of teachers’ 
receptivity to superficial/behavioral change in their schools and teachers’ perceptions of 
principal change facilitator style (r = -.24, p<.05).
Principal scores on the BOS were positively and moderately related to school 
(teacher) mean scores on the CNC (r = .29, pc.Ol), as well as school (teacher) mean
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Table 31
Intercorrelations Among Principal Scores and School Means on the RCI Subscales (SBC
and CNC), APA Subscale (IA and OA), BOS and CFSQ for AH Schools (n=75)a
School Mean Scores
Subscale/Scale SBC CNC IA OA BOS CFSQ
SBC .16 .16 .07 -.01 -.04 -.24*
CNC .01 .24* .11 -.07 .05 -.19
IA .05 .0 2 .27* .14 - .0 2 .11
OA .13 .13 -.18 .04 -.1 1 .08
BOS .14 .29** - .0 2 -.28** .29** -.08
CFSQ .07 .14 .15 .08 .16 -.14
* Only schools 
questionnaires.
* p < .05
** p < .01
with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal
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scores on the BOS (r = .29, pc.Ol). A negative and moderate relationship was noted 
between principal scores on the BOS and school (teacher) mean scores on the 
OA (r = -.28, pc.Ol). A statistically significant correlation between principals’ scores 
and school (teacher) mean scores on the IA was positive in direction and moderate in 
magnitude (r = .27, p<.05).
As shown in Table 32, correlational analyses completed by school level resulted 
in a number of statistically significant relationships. At the elementary school level, 
principal scores on the SBC were positively and moderately correlated with school 
(teacher) mean scores on the SBC (r = .36, p<.05) and CNC (r = 31, p<.05). A positive 
and moderate relationship was also noted between principal scores on the CNC and 
school (teacher) mean scores on the IA (.31, p<.05). Statistically significant (p<.05) 
correlations were found between principals’ scores on the BOS and school (teacher) 
mean scores on the SBC (.29), CNC (.36), OA (.-36) and BOS (.34). Similarly, 
significant (p<.05) correlations were noted between principals’ scores on the CFSQ and 
school (teacher) mean scores on the SBC (.32) and CNC (.30).
Several relationships were noteworthy between principal scores and school 
(teacher) mean scores at the middle school level (Table 33). Despite the small sample 
size (n =14 schools) in these analyses, five rather strong correlations were noted. The 
correlation between principal scores on the CNC and school (teacher) means on 
interpersonal autonomy (LA) was negative in direction and moderately strong in 
magnitude (r = -.59, p<.05). A similar relationship was noted between principal scores 
on the OA and school (teacher) mean scores on the IA (r = -.52, p<.05). A positive and
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Table 32
Interconrelations Between Principal Scores and School Means on the RCI Subscales (SBC and
CNC), APA Subscales (IA and OA), BOS and CFSQ for Elementary Schools (n=44)*
School Mean Scores
Subscale/Scale SBC CNC IA OA BOS CFSQ
Principal Scores:
SBC .36* .31* -.07 -.06 .05 -.13
CNC .10 .24 .31* .003 .06 -.03
IA .03 .07 .07 .17 -.13 .24
OA .03 -.06 -.22 .06 -.16 .14
BOS .29* .36 -.06 -.36* .34* -.11
CFSQ .32* .30 .12 .05 .002 .07
* Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal questionnaires.
* p < .05
** p < .01
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Table 33
Intercorrelations Between Principal Scores and School (Teacher) Means on the RCI
Subscales (SBC and CNC), APA Subscales (IA and OA), BOS and CFSQ for Middle
Schools (n=14)*
School Mean Scores
SBC CNC IA OA BOS CFSQ
Principal Scores:
SBC -.04 -.08 .26 .19 -.04 -.21
CNC -.31 .19 -.59* -.33 .2 0 .08
IA .14 -.23 .70** .10 .19 -.13
OA .47 .57 -.52* -.31 .29 .06
BOS -.19 .16 .06 .04 .09 .02
CFSQ .02 -.06 .02 .48 -.56* -.19
• Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal 
questionnaires.
* p < .05
** p < .01
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rather strong relationship was found between principal scores and school (teacher) mean 
scores on the IA (r = .70, pc.Ol). A statistically significant (p<.05) relationship between 
principal scores on the CFSQ and school'(teacher) mean scores on the BOS was 
negative in direction and moderately strong in magnitude (r = -.56, p<.05). As shown 
in Table 33, ten nonsignificant correlations were noted that ranged in magnitude from 
(-.21) to .47. Although not statistically significant, given the small sample size, 
correlations of these magnitudes were noteworthy.
At the secondary school level (Table 34), a strong, positive relationship was 
found between principals’ perceptions of teacher receptivity to superficial/behavior 
change (SBC) and teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) 
(.61, pc.Ol). However, a negative and moderately strong correlation was noted between 
principal scores on the CFSQ and school (teacher) mean scores on the SBC (r = -.59, 
pc.Ol). A rather strong and negative relationship was also noted between principals’ 
scores on the CNC and teachers’ mean scores on the CFSQ (-.74, pc.Ol). Tables 32 
through 34 show that twelve nonsignificant (p>.05) correlations of moderate magnitude 
ranging from -.30 to .39 were also obtained. These findings seem particularly 
noteworthy, given the small sample size (n=17 schools) in these analyses.
Question 5
What are the relationships among the various study variables using principal
scores?
This supplemental research question was explored by computing Pearson 
product-moment correlations for principal scores on all independent and dependent
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Table 34
Intercorrelations Between Principal Scores and School (Teacher) Means on the RCI
Subscales (SBC and CNC), APA Subscales (IA and OA), BOS and CFSQ for Secondary
Schools (n=17)“
School Mean Scores
SBC CNC IA OA BOS CFSQ
Principal
Scores:
SBC
-.04 .1 0 .35 .01 .39 .61**
CNC .09 .15 .35 .17 - .2 0 -.74**
IA -.06 .05 .30 .31 .13 .07
OA -.03 - .0 2 .0 2 .35 -.31 .06
BOS .15 .28 -.01 .25 .27 .06
CFSQ -.59** -.30 .06 .17 -.18 -.15
“ Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates and completed principal 
questionnaires.
* p < .05
** p < .01
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variables (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS, and CFSQ) in all schools and by school level. 
Individual principal scores were used as the units of analysis.
As shown in Table 35, nine statistically significant correlations were noted in 
these analyses. There was a positive and moderately strong relationship between 
principals’ perceptions of teacher receptivity to superficial/behavior change (SBC) and 
their perceptions of teacher receptivity to cultural/normative behavior (CNC) (r = .45, 
pc.0001). This pattern was also observed in elementaiy schools (r = .51, pc.Ol) and 
secondary schools (r = .75, pc.Ol). Principals’ perceptions of the typical teacher 
response in their schools on the SBC were also positively and moderately correlated 
with their scores on the CFSQ in all schools (r = .25, pc.05) and in elementary schools 
(r = .29, pc.05).
Principal scores on the CNC were correlated with scores on the CFSQ at the 
middle school level, and this correlation was negative in direction and moderately strong 
in magnitude (r = -.51, pc.05). A statistically significant relationship was also found 
between principal scores on the IA and BOS (r = .28, pc.05). A rather strong 
correlation between principal scores on the OA and BOS was observed for the total 
sample of schools (r = -.55, pc.0001); and in the sample of secondary schools as well 
(r = -.69, pc.Ol).
Table 35 also shows several nonsignificant correlations at the secondary school 
level that are moderate in magnitude ranging from -.44 to .39. In light o f the small 
sample size (n=17), these were noteworthy. For example, if these relationships were
Table 35
Intercorrelations Among Principal Scores on the RCI Subscales (SBC and CNC), APA
Subscales (IA and OA), BOS and CFSQ for All Schools and by School Level (n=81)a
Subscale/Scale SBC CNC IA OA BOS CFSQ
SBC
All 1.0 .45** -.04 - .1 0 .18 .25*
Elementary 1.0 .51** -.17 .03 .11 .29*
Middle 1 .0  .08 .17 - .2 1 .1 2 .18
Secondary 1.0 .75** .06 -.43 .39 .25
CNC
AU 1.0 - .1 0 -.03 .04 - .0 2
Elementary 1 .0 -.05 -.09 -.04 .2 0
Middle 1.0 -.46 .17 .1 0 -.51*
Secondary 1.0 .14 -.23 .1 2 .18
IA
All 1.0 - .2 0 .28** -.0 1
Elementary 1 .0 - .2 0 .2 0 -.08
Middle 1 .0 -.50 .39 .0 0 2
Secondary 1 .0 - .1 0 .39 .35
OA
All 1.0 -.55*** .09
Elementary 1.0 .25 -.08
Middle 1 .0 -.41 - .2 1
Secondary 1.0 -.69** -.16
BOS
All 1 .0 -.0 1
Elementary 1 .0 -.08
Middle 1 .0 .08
Secondary 1 .0 .05
* Only schools with > 40% teacher response rate and completed principal questionnaire
b Number of items on the subscale/scale.
* p < .05
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obtained in a subsequent study using a larger sample size, they might achieve statistical 
significance (pc.05). In this study, examination of these coefficients suggest general 
trends (e.g., general association between SBC and CFSQ, and IA and CFSQ at the 
secondary school level).
Additional Analyses 
Relationships among study variables while controlling for school SES levels
Analyses pertinent to the first major research question identified only one 
statistically significant relationship. Although no statistically significant relationships 
were identified by school level, several were moderate to moderately strong in 
magnitude. To investigate the degree to which school-level socioeconomic status (SES) 
might be influencing correlational relationships between selected study variables, a series 
of partial correlations controlling for socioeconomic status (SES) were completed 
between bureaucratic and professional orientation variables (BOS, IA, and OA), 
principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) and receptivity to change variables (SBC and 
CNC). Results of these partial correlational analyses (Table 36) were then compared 
to the simple Pearson correlations obtained in response to Question 1 (Table 25).
When compared to the simple Pearson correlation, the partial correlation between 
Interpersonal Autonomy (IA) and Superficial/Behavior Change (SBC) for all schools 
was slightly stronger in magnitude and statistically significant (r=.21, p<.05). Likewise, 
the partial correlation between Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) and 
Superficial/Behavioral Change (SBC) for all schools was also slightly stronger in 
magnitude and statistically significant (r=-.19, pc.05) than the simple Pearson correlation
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Table 36
Partial Correlations Between RCI Subscales (SBC and CNC) and APA Subscales (IA 
and OA), BOS and CFSQ after Controlling for Socio-Economic Status (SES) of 
Students within Schools (n=81)
Subscale/Scale IA OA BOS CFSQ
SBC .2 1 * -.03 .09 -.19*
CNC .07 -.03 .05 -.27**
p < .05
p < .01
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for these variables. The correlation between Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) and 
Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) was also slightly enhanced as a result of the partial 
correlation controlling for SES (r = .-27, pc.Ol).
Comparisons of schools with high and low teacher receptivity to change
Results of analyses pertinent to research questions yielded several moderate 
relationships between study variables. Such results might suggest that additional 
insights may be gained by identifying several schools in the data set that were observed 
to be outlier examples, when compared to the general trends observed in the data. For 
example, several schools were identified as having either very high or very low school 
(teacher) mean scores on receptivity to change variables (SBC or CNC). These schools 
were further examined by generating 2 x 2  scatterplots on which P-Tx scores on various 
independent measures were plotted along with school (teacher) mean scores on 
receptivity to change variables (SBC and CNC). These plots were examined to 
determine any unique differences in the patterns of difference scores for schools with 
either high or low levels of receptivity to change. Line graphs and bar graphs were also 
used to profile and compare various P-Tx scores and absolute (mean) levels of 
independent and dependent variables within individual schools. Appendix E includes 
several examples of these profiles for schools with contrasting high and low levels of 
teacher receptivity to change.
Comparisons of contrasting groups of schools and analysis of individual school 
profiles within each of these schools revealed very different patterns of absolute level 
scores (using % of maximum scores) (Figure E-l), as well as actual P-Tx scores (i.e.,
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positive and negative values)(Figures E-2 through E-5). Schools with highly similar 
mean scores on either the SBC or CNC evidenced various and rather unique patterns of 
both school (teacher) mean scores on the independent variables (IA, OA, BOS, and 
CFSQ) (Figure E -l), as well as P-Tx scores on the various measures (SBC, CNC, IA, 
OA, BOS, and CFSQ (Figures E-6  through E-8).
Common Method Variance 
Probes of common method variance issues were made by computing within- 
school correlation matrices using multiple variable combinations of subscales/scales for 
all schools (n=81) using teachers as the units of analysis. Complete summaries of 
descriptive statistics and correlational analyses for each variable combination examined 
are included in Appendix F (Tables F-l through F-12).
Correlations Involving the SBC Subscale
Table 37 summarizes the ranges of within-school correlation coefficients obtained 
using the different variable combinations involving the dependent variable (SBC and 
CNC). The magnitudes of the correlations were of particular importance, rather than 
statistical significance, since the sample sizes were rather small for a number of schools. 
Sample sizes for teachers within individual schools ranged from 6  (schools #96 and #35) 
to 55 (school #111). For example, Table E-l shows that the correlation between the 
SBC and IA for school # 35 (n = 7 teachers) was - .6 6  (p<.10), while the correlation for 
school #47 (n = 13 teachers) was .56 (p<.04), and the correlation for school #70 (n = 
26 teachers) was .47 (pc.Ol). As shown in Table 37, different variable combinations
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Table 37
Summary of Within School Correlation Coefficient Ranges for All Subscale/Scales for 
All Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate (n=81)
Correlated subscales/scales
Pearson Product-Moment 
correlation coefficient ranges
Superficial/Behavioral Change with:
Interpersonal Autonomy -.43 to .6 6
Organizational Autonomy -.54 to .62
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale -.52 to .6 6
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire -.56 to .75
Cultural/Normative Change -.36 to .86
Cultural/Normative Change with:
Interpersonal Autonomy -.70 to .59
Organizational Autonomy -.59 to .72
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale -64. to .76
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire
-.52 to .69
Organizational Autonomy with:
Interpersonal Autonomy -.91 to .86
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale -.87 to .88
Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire
-74 to .40
Interpersonal Autonomy with Bureaucratic 
Orientation Scale -.74 to .88
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including the SBC subscale had within-school correlation coefficients ranging from (-56) 
to .8 6 .
Table 38 provides a detailed summary of these particular within-school 
correlations by individual schools and subscales/scales. For the IA and SBC, 50 of 81 
within-school correlations were positive in direction. More than 25 correlations between 
the IA and SBC were mild to moderately strong in magnitude (.20 to .6 6 ). Only one 
significant correlation (p<.05) was noted. Table 38 also shows for the OA and SBC, 
that 51 of 81 within-school correlations were negative in direction, 25 of these being 
moderately to rather strong in magnitude (-20 to -.61). Only one significant correlation 
(p<.05) was noted between the OA and the SBC. Sixty-three within-school correlations 
between the BOS and the SBC were positive in direction, and 28 of these were between 
.30 and .6 6 . Five were statistically significant at the .05 level, while three were 
significant at the .01 level. All were moderately to moderately strong in magnitude. 
Correlations between the SBC and the CFSQ were mostly positive in direction (n=58), 
with correlations typically greater than or equal to .20. Six within-school correlations 
between the SBC and CFSQ were statistically significant at the .05 level, while two 
were statistically significant at the .01 level.
Correlations Involving the CNC Subscale
The range of within-school correlation coefficients for the CNC and other 
variables was from -.70 to .76. As shown in Table 37, the ranges of coefficients for 
variables correlated with the CNC were rather similar. Table 39 provides a detailed
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Table 38
Summary of Within School Correlations Between Superficial/Behavioral Change 
Subscale and Selected Subscale/Scale Scores for All Schools with > 40% Teacher 
Response Rate (n=81)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
1 -.25 - .1 0 - .0 2 .45*
2 .20 -.25 .11 .12
3 .0 2 -.17 .11 .12
4 .16 -.04 .23 -.19
5 .17 -.09 .48** .0 2
6 .29 -.38 .47 .31
7 .17 -.15 .57 .18
8 .31 -.03 -.17 -.18
9 .36 -.30 .6 6 .24
10 .10 -.06 .33 .21
11 -.13 .13 .40 -.05
12 .24 .18 .03 .26
13 - .1 0 .24 .37 - .2 0
14 -.06 .30 -.16 .1 0
15 -.05 -.37 .51* .57
16 .0 0 .33 .59 -.11
17 -.43 .03 .38 .45
18 .31 -.24 .1 2 -.18
19 -.01 i o 00 .24 .08
2 0 .06 .41 .0 0 .29
21 -.04 .16 .05 .2 0
(table continues)
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Table 38 (continued)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
2 2 .1 2 -.2 2 .31 .40
23 -.17 -.14 .23 .43
24 .11 -.13 .42 .0 0
25 -.13 .04 -.03 .39
26 - .1 2 -.23 - .0 2 .01
27 -.04 -.33 .27 .06
28 .21 -.19 .2 2 .07
29 -.07 -.29 .37 .17
30 -.18 .08 .06 .15
31 .34 .62* .6 6 ** -.03
32 .23 .06 -.13 .52*
33 .18 -.28 .29 .21
34 -.29 -.04 -.03 .40*
35 .6 6 -.28 .60 .75*
36 .14 -.54 .48* .21
37 -.19 .26 .18 -.50
38 -.39 -.11 -.16 .55**
39 .14 -.06 .2 2 .17
40 .18 .12 .09 .17
41 1 I—* o .44 .1 2 .43
42 .53 -.06 .65* -.56
43 .07 .29 -.08 .15
44 - .2 2 .30 .40 .1 2
45 .06 -.41 .35* .29
(table continues)
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Table 38 (continued)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
46 -.07 .51 -.25 .14
47 .56 -.15 -.23 .03
48 .05 -.2 0 .54 .15
49 .24 .14 -.13 .15
50 -.07 -.29 .45* -.21
51 -.16 .26 -.15 .28
52 .33 .16 - .1 0 -.26
53 -.29 -.26 .16 .34
54 .52* -.03 .35 .26
55 .00 -.12 .14 -.07
56 -.09 -.61 .57 -.18
57 .21 -.21 .27 .23
58 .11 -.05 .11 -.1 2
59 .12 -.25 .12 -.09
60 -.21 -.42 .44 .59
61 -.11 .33 -.52** -.08
62 .04 -.13 - .0 2 -.41
63 -.23 -.2 2 .17 .21
64 -.25 .25 .11 -.14
65 .01 .0 0 .14 -.14
6 6 .31 .10 .20 -.04
67 .26 -.21 .25 .30
68 -.05 -.0 2 .18 4 9 **
(table continues)
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Table 38 (continued)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
69 .12 -.33 .62** .44*
70 .47** -.07 -.03 .04
71 -.01 .06 .11 .09
72 .66* -.38 .54 .06
73 .09 -.16 .27 .04
74 .20 .03 -.06 -.06
75 .15 -.11 .46* .09
76 .43** -.35* .27 .12
77 .20 .21 .13 -.40
78 -.31 -.16 .20 .29
79 .18 .02 -.10 .10
80 .08 -.14 .00 -.39
81 -.08 -.09 .36 .46*
Note. IA=Interpersonal Autonomy Subscale
OA=Organizational Autonomy Subscale 
BOS=Bureaucratic Orientation Scale 
CFSQ=Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 
* p < .05
** p < .01
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summary of these particular within-school correlations by individual schools for each 
subscale/scale.
For the IA and CNC, Table 39 shows 42 of 81 correlations with the CNC that 
were negative in direction, with most of these between -.01 and -.20). Two statistically 
significant correlations were noted between the IA and CNC (r = .59 and r = -.39; 
p<.05). In comparison, within-school correlations between the OA and CNC were 
mostly negative in direction (n=47) and a majority of these (n=22) had coefficients 
between -.20 and -.59. Two correlations were statistically significant at the .05 level, 
and these were positive in direction, and moderate to rather strong in magnitude (-.44 
and .72). The BOS correlations with the CNC were typically positive in direction 
(n=50) with a majority of these coefficients between .20 and .50. Four correlations were 
statistically significant (.38, -.41 and -.50, p,<.05; and .62, pc.Ol).
Analyses of correlations between the CNC and CFSQ revealed that 43 of 81 
correlations were negative in direction. The magnitude of the majority of correlations 
between these two variables was between (-.01) and (-.20). Three correlations were 
statistically significant at the .05 level (-.38, .29 and .69). One was statistically 
significant at the .01 level (-.52).
Although not a complete test, these results suggest that concerns about the 
potential role of common method variance in systematically inflating correlations among 
variables in the study are rather unwarranted. They also serve to document the variety 
of relationships among the study variables that were found using individual teachers 
within schools as the units of analysis.
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Table 39
Summary of Within School Correlations Between Cultural/Normative Change Subscale 
and Selected Subscale/Scale Scores for All Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate 
(n=81)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
1 -.06 -.24 .19 .12
2 .08 -.17 .02 -.16
3 -.05 -.16 .08 -.20
4 -.12 -.12 -.03 .03
5 .03 -.18 .29 .01
6 -.09 .12 -.09 -.03
7 -.15 .27 .27 .06
8 .08 -.22 .09 .37
9 -.07 .23 .36 -.11
10 .15 .03 .30 -.18
11 -.10 .11 -.22 -.02
12 -.31 -.10 .00 -.10
13 .12 -.34 62** -.21
14 -.07 . .14 -.16 .14
15 -.13 -.05 -.39 -.19
16 -.70 .02 .46 .05
17 -.42 .25 .24 .21
18 -.21 -.26 .15 .22
19 .23 -.08 .07 -.14
20 -.40 -.06 -.23 .31
21 -.01 -.22 .07 -.23
22 -.15 .37 -.16 -.31
23 -.14 .25 -.21 .21
(table continues)
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Table 39 (continued)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
24 .59* .01 .06 -.33
25 -.19 .21 -.09 -.11
26 .24 -.14 .04 -.17
27 -.12 -.40 .36 -.07
28 -.11 -.19 .20 -.27
29 -.22 .01 -.25 -.12
30 -.05 -.19 .11 .22
31 .33 -.44 .24 -.02
32 .14 .05 -.11 .38
33 -.06 .03 .07 -.14
34 -.23 -.51 .46 -.05
35 .09 -.59 .76 .09
36 .35 .36 .56 .21
37 .09 -.49 .23 .28
38 -.14 -.15 .01 -.01
39 .27 .00 -.35 .12
40 .19 -.02 .12 .02
41 -.07 .72* -.23 -.20
42 -.07 -.45 -.19 .69*
43 -.13 -.18 -.08 -.04
44 .12 -.17 .38* .33
45 .13 -.13 .01 .22
46 .04 -.06 .31 .11
47 .39 ■ o -.34 -.09
48 .18 -.10 .04 -.13
49 -.29 .22 -.19 -.22
(table continues)
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Table 39 (continued)
School IA OA BOS CFSQ
50 .06 .30 -.17 .13
51 -.39* .20 -.26 .09
52 -.01 .15 -.41* -.16
53 -.12 -.13 .17 .21
54 .03 -.28 .40 .02
55 .14 -.20 .07 .19
56 -.19 -.31 .50 -.47
57 .24 -.16 .22 .04
58 .24 .44* -.35 -.26
59 -.14 .01 -.35 -.05
60 -.25 -.02 -.64 .29
61 .04 .14 -.43 .12
62 -.13 -.27 -.18 -.46
63 .01 .12 -.21 -.11
64 -.31 .16 .22 -.34
65 .08 .21 -.38 -.50
66 .29 .08 .19 -.52**
67 -.26 -.42 .26 .19
68 -.07 -.29 .26 -.38*
69 .27 .12 .38 .40
70 -.24 -.24 -.22 -.04
71 .16 -.37 .21 .17
72 .17 -.12 .25 -.32
73 .40 -.33 .60 -.10
74 -.04 .04 -.16 -.29*
75 .21 .22 -.50* -.27
(table continues)
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Table 39 (continued)
School IA OA BO CFSQ
76 .11 -.05 .08 -.12
77 -.39 .11 .03 -.44
78 .49 -.27 .10 -.16
79 .23 -.29 .12 .25
80 .16 -.00 -.10 -.21
81 .17 .17 .06 .17
Note. IA==Interpersonal Autonomy Subscale
OA=Organizational Autonomy Subscale 
BOS=Bureaucratic Orientation Scale 
CFSQ=Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 
* p < .05
** p < .01
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Summary
Chapter 5 presents a summary of the data generated in this study. The chapter 
begins with a descriptive summary of the sample of teachers, principals and schools 
included in the study. A description of nonresponding schools was also provided. 
Summary descriptive statistics, results of extensive factor analyses and reliability 
analyses were presented for each of the study variables: principal change facilitator 
style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change. The 
chapter concludes with a summary of results pertinent to each of the major research 
questions, as well as a summary of results pertinent to supplemental research questions 
and additional analyses generated by the initial set of findings.
Chapter 6 presents a discussion of the major findings and conclusions. 
Methodological issues are also discussed. The chapter concludes with a discussion of 
implications for future research and theory development.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Chapter 6 begins with an overview of the purpose of the study and a review of 
the major objectives guiding the research activities. The major findings and conclusions 
are presented. A discussion follows and is presented in three major parts: 1) major 
findings, 2) methodological issues, and 3) implications for theory development. The 
chapter concludes with an exploration of potential avenues for pursuing refinement and 
expansion of theoretical frameworks for study variables, future research and professional 
practice.
Overview
The purpose of this study was to use conceptions of principal change facilitator 
style, and bureaucratic and professional orientations to explore the construct of teacher 
receptivity to change. The literature on educational reform and planned organizational 
change in schools is replete with recurring calls to change essential elements of 
American public education, yet schools and classrooms remain virtually the same as they 
were more than a hundred years ago (Cuban, 1988, 1990). Similarly, the literature on 
planned change in schools includes numerous accounts of efforts to target and assess 
levels of success in achieving desired goals/outcomes, yet past investigations have 
contributed little to systematically and conclusively understanding the process of planned 
organizational change in schools (Cuban, 1982, 1987; Giacquinta, 1973; Parker, 1980; 
Paul, 1977; Waugh & Punch, 1985).
One reason for the sparsity of research on the study of change processes in 
schools is the absence of a universally accepted, theoretical conception of planned
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organizational change that is useful for examining relationships among key variables in 
the change process. With this void in view, this study explored relationships among 
three key variables that have been individually shown to be important to successful 
planned change: principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional role 
orientations, and teacher receptivity to change.
Three major objectives guided the development of research questions and 
corresponding research activities completed in this study: 1) to examine the construct 
validity and/or refine measures to assess the constructs of principal change facilitator 
style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change; 2) 
to explore nomological networks (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) for these variables to 
contribute to the development of a comprehensive, theoretical conception of planned 
organizational change; and 3) to explore methodological issues using various units of 
analysis and the implications of the results for understanding the complexity of planned 
organizational change in schools.
The study was completed in two major parts. The first part of the study focused 
on analyses and refinements of instruments used to measure variables in the study. The 
construct validity of these measures was explored to further refine them as operational 
definitions of key study variables. The second part of the study focused on analyses 
pertinent to selected research questions drawn from the literature on planned 
organizational change, teacher receptivity to change, principal leadership and principal 
change facilitator style, and bureaucratic and professional role orientations. Since no 
universally accepted, comprehensive, theoretical conception of planned organizational
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change in schools is available, the study was grounded in a conceptual model designed 
to reflect a synthesis of key elements of psychological, social systems, and socio- 
technical perspectives of schools as complex, formal organizations (Getzels & Guba, 
1957; Lewin, 1947; Owens & Steinhoff, 1976). The study variables and 
conceptualized relationships between these variables were nested within this broader 
conception of planned organizational change in schools.
Major Findings and Conclusions 
Instrument Development and Refinement 
Part I of the study focused on exploring the construct validity of the four 
measures used: 1) Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI) (Crisafulli, 1982; Hennigar, 
1979); 2) Attitudes of Professional Autonomy scale (APA) (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 
1985); 3) Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS) (Corwin, 1965, 1970; DiPaola, 1990; 
Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974); and 4) Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) (Hall 
& Vandenberghe, 1987). Prior research with these instruments has generally supported 
their psychometric quality relative to the constructs they were designed to measure. 
However, in most cases, initial validity and reliability studies and prior uses of these 
measures involved sample sizes that were considerably smaller than the one used in this 
study. Given the exploratory nature of this study, extensive factor analyses were 
completed on each of these instruments prior to their use in subsequent analyses. Major 
findings and conclusions derived from refinements of each measure follow.
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Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI)
The RCI has been described and confirmed in prior studies (Crisafulli, 1982; 
Hennigar, 1979) as a measure of a unidimensional construct of receptivity to change. 
Results of factor analyses in this study failed to confirm the RCI as a unidimensional 
measure, and suggested that teacher receptivity to change may be better conceptualized 
as a two-dimensional construct The content of items loading on each factor reflected 
two distinct categories of change initiatives in schools termed superficial/behavioral 
change and cultural/normative change.
Factor analyses completed for the RCI in this study resulted in the following 
conclusions: 1) receptivity to change is more complex than a single, global or general 
construct; 2) receptivity to change as measured by the RCI is best understood as 
consisting of two sub-constructs: superficial/behavioral change and cultural/normative 
change; and 3) further refinement of the RCI (e.g., continued refinement of existing 
items and addition of other items) and use of factor analytic techniques with large 
samples will likely lead to the expansion of the operational definition of teacher 
receptivity to change.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA)
Initial instrument development activities and use of the APA (Forsyth & 
Danisiewicz, 1985) support the APA as a valid and reliable measure of professional 
attitudinal autonomy. Results of the APA factor analyses confirmed the APA as a two- 
dimensional measure of professional attitudinal autonomy: 1) autonomy from client: and 
2) autonomy from employing organization. However, the alignment of items on these
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factors did not completely confirm the original alignment of items. The two factors 
identified were relatively independent. However, internal consistency reliabilities were 
somewhat lower than those previously reported for the APA.
These findings lead to the following major conclusions: 1) the construct of
professional attitudinal autonomy, as measured by the APA, is a two-dimensional 
construct; 2) the re-alignment of items based on these factor analyses is a better 
operational definition and a more valid measure of the professional attitudinal autonomy 
construct than prior item alignments; 3) the reconstructed APA subscales are relatively 
independent measures; 4) both reconstructed subscales (Interpersonal Autonomy and 
Organizational Autonomy) are measures of the more global construct of professional 
attitudinal autonomy; and 5) conceptual and operational definitions of professional 
attitudinal autonomy as measured by the APA are insufficiently comprehensive to 
accommodate the broader conception of professional orientation.
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS)
Prior studies (e.g., Corwin, 1965, 1970; DiPaola, 1990; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974) 
have consistently represented bureaucratic orientation as a unidimensional construct. 
These studies and others (e.g., Erez & Israeli, 1980; Thornton, 1970; Wilensky, 1974) 
have supported bureaucratic and professional orientations as complementary. Results 
of the factor analyses completed in this study confirmed the unidimensionality of the 
bureaucratic orientation construct. The relationship between the BOS and APA was 
moderately strong, but negative in direction, and the reliability of the BOS was of 
sufficient magnitude to support its psychometric quality.
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Results of analyses of the BOS lead to the following conclusions: 1)
bureaucratic orientation, as operationally defined by the BOS, is a unidimensional 
construct and descriptions of this construct as defined by the BOS in past research 
studies are well-warranted; 2) the BOS is both a valid and reliable measure of 
bureaucratic orientation; 3) bureaucratic and professional orientations are distinct but 
somewhat opposing constructs; 4) relationships between elements of professional and 
bureaucratic orientation are more complex than typically described in the literature. 
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ)
Results of factor analyses completed for the CFSQ failed to confirm the six 
bipolar subscales or the three dimensions of principal change facilitator style construct 
as previously described in the literature (Hall, 1987; Hall & George, 1988). Instead, 
the CFSQ appears to reliably measure a unidimensional construct of change facilitator 
style termed proactive/strategic leadership. These findings lead to the following 
conclusions: 1) change facilitator style, as measured by the CFSQ, is a unidimensional 
construct; 2) as a unidimensional construct measure, the CFSQ is best conceptualized 
as proactive/strategic leadership; and 3) as a unidimensional measure of 
proactive/strategic leadership, the CFSQ demonstrates reasonable construct validity and 
high reliability.
Part I Synthesis of Major Findings and Conclusions
Considered collectively, the results from analyses in this study lead to several 
broad-based conclusions regarding conceptualizations of the constructs measured by 
these instruments. First, although results confirm the unidimensionality of the
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bureaucratic orientation construct as measured by the BOS, other measures analyzed in 
this study do not conceptually align with these constructs as they typically have been 
described in the literature. Second, in most cases, the level of complexity of various 
constructs reflected in the findings of this study is inconsistent with previous 
descriptions of these constructs in the literature. Some constructs have been described 
as more complex than they apparently are (e.g., principal change facilitator style), while 
others are more complex than previously described (e.g., teacher receptivity to change).
Third, conceptual definitions and measures used to operationally define the 
constructs measured in this study need to be periodically revisited because of the 
continuing evolution of nomological networks (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) for these 
constructs. Finally, while some construct validity problems are noted in conclusions 
resulting from Part I of this study, for the most part, the revised instruments are reliable 
indices of the variables measured.
Research Questions
Part II of the study focused on specific research questions developed to guide 
investigations of the key variables explored: principal change facilitator style,
bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change. Major 
findings and conclusions for each of the research questions follow.
Question 1
Are there bivariate relationships between teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style, teachers’ bureaucratic and professional orientations, and 
teachers’ self-perceptions of receptivity to change?
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Teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) were 
negatively and moderately associated with teachers’ self-perceptions of receptivity to 
cultural/normative changes (CNC). No other statistically significant (p<.05) 
relationships were noted for the total sample of schools. Only one statistically 
significant relationship was noted in the analyses completed by school level: at the 
secondary school level, teachers’ self-perceptions of interpersonal autonomy (IA) were 
negatively and rather strongly correlated with their perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style (CFSQ). Results of these analyses yield the following conclusions:
1) teachers’ bureaucratic and professional role orientations may not be useful constructs 
for understanding the manner and degree in which they perceived planned changed 
initiatives in schools; 2) relationships between variables such as teacher receptivity to 
change and role orientations may be context-specific; 3) particular aspects of role 
orientation (e.g., Interpersonal Autonomy) in certain school contexts (e.g., secondaty 
schools), however, may be useful in understanding perceived principal change facilitator 
style (CFSQ); 4) there is a need to re-examine and redefine conceptual definitions of 
elements of professional orientation (e.g., interpersonal autonomy and organizational 
autonomy).
The relationship between principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) and teacher 
receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) is useful for understanding elements of 
planned organizational change in schools. Several other conclusions are suggested: 1) 
the nature of principals’ roles in planned organizational change processes in schools is 
more complex than originally thought; 2) it makes no sense to discuss general
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relationships between principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change 
without considering where the organization is in the process of change; and 3) teacher 
receptivity to change and teachers’ involvement in the actual implementation of change 
efforts are not to be considered as synonymous elements of planned organizational 
change in schools. Conclusions presented here are further supported by a general 
pattern of nonsignificant, but moderate, correlations between Interpersonal Autonomy 
(IA), Organizational Autonomy (OA), Bureaucratic Orientation (BOS), and teachers’ 
perceptions of principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) at each school level.
Question 2
What percentage of the variation in measures of teacher receptivity to change is 
explained or accounted for by principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic orientation 
and professional orientation?
Principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) was the most important variable in 
accounting for variation in teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC). No 
statistically significant relationships were noted between teacher receptivity to 
superficial/behavioral change (SBC) and other variables. These findings yield the 
following conclusions: 1) when all variables are considered, principal change facilitator 
style is the most important variable for understanding teacher receptivity to change; 2) 
bureaucratic and professional orientations, as conceptualized and measured in the study, 
are not useful in understanding teacher receptivity to change; and 3) of the two aspects 
of teacher receptivity to change (SBC and CNC), principal change facilitator style is 
most useful in explaining teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC);
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4) the relationship between principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) and teacher 
receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) is at odds with relationships described 
in the literature relative to principal change facilitator style and implementation of 
change initiatives.
Question 3
To what extent are teacher receptivity to change and teachers’ perceptions of 
principal* change facilitator style moderated by bureaucratic and professional 
orientations?
When relationships between principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) and teacher 
receptivity to change variables (SBC and CNC) were examined while controlling for 
organizational role orientation variables (IA, OA, BOS, and combined IA and OA), six 
of eight correlations were negative in direction and moderate in magnitude and these 
partial correlations were slightly stronger in magnitude than simple bivariate 
correlations. Two exceptions to this were noted: the correlation between the SBC and 
CFSQ while controlling for IA, and when controlling for both IA and OA. These were 
slightly lower in magnitude, but were not significant (p>.05). The findings show that 
the relationships between these variables are generally the same, regardless of the extent 
to which teachers are bureaucratically and/or professionally oriented toward their 
organizational roles in schools. Therefore, it is not conceptually useful to consider or 
hypothesize relationships between principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to change variables as mediated by bureaucratic and professional orientations. 
As a conceptual model of planned change (such as the one in this study), continues to
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develop, bureaucratic and professional role orientations, as they are currently 
conceptualized and operationally defined, can be seemingly be disregarded as important 
mediating variables since these do not appear to be useful for explaining the linkage 
between principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change.
Question 4
Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ perceptions of principal 
change facilitator style and teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
Using principal change facilitator style as the dependent variable, and
bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change as
independent variables, two multivariate relationships between principal change facilitator 
style and the set of role orientations (IA, OA, and BOS) and teacher receptivity to 
change variables (SBC and CNC) were identified. Teacher receptivity to
cultural/normative change (CNC) accounted for the greatest amount of variance in 
principal change facilitator style, while bureaucratic orientation (BOS) was found to be 
the second most important variable in explaining variance in principal change facilitator 
style.
These findings lead to the following conclusions: 1) teacher receptivity to
cultural/normative change (CNC) is the most useful variable in explaining the
relationship between principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change, 
when considered along with professional and bureaucratic orientation variables; 2) there 
is little value added to explaining the relationship between these variables by a
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discussion of teacher receptivity to superficial/behavioral change (SBC); 3) teachers’ 
lack of positive receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) is useful for 
understanding principal change facilitator style; and 4) when considered in conjunction 
with role orientation variables (IA, OA, and BOS) and other change variables (SBC), 
the relationship between principal change facilitator style and cultural/normative change 
(CNC) remains the primary concern for future research.
Question 5
Does the within-school variance of teacher receptivity to change explain or 
account for significant amounts of variance in perceived principal change facilitator 
style?
Overall, school standard deviation scores on teacher receptivity to change 
variables (SBC and CNC) were not found to account for significant amounts of variation 
in teachers’ perceptions of principal change facilitator style (CFSQ). When measures 
of within-school variance (i.e., school standard deviation scores) were competed against 
measures of variation among schools (school mean scores), the overall level or strength 
of teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change (school mean scores on the CNC) 
accounted for modest amounts of variance in perceived principal change facilitator style. 
No other statistically significant multivariate relationships were found between the 
overall level or strength and the cohesiveness among teacher perceptions of receptivity 
to change variables and perceived principal change facilitator style.
These findings suggest that in attempting to understand the relationship between 
principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to change, variation among
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schools in the relative strength or degree of teacher receptivity to change is a more 
important consideration than variation among schools in the relative cohesiveness among 
teachers in their perceptions of change. Conceptual models, like the one in this study, 
that seek to explain relationships between principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to change variables need to be able to first accommodate differences in the 
overall school level of teacher receptivity to change. A lesser concern is 
accommodating the degree of cohesiveness among teachers within schools.
Question 6
Are there significant differences among schools based upon the degree to which 
teachers and the principal are congruent in their bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and perceptions of teacher receptivity to change?
No significant differences were found among schools for teacher receptivity to 
change based upon an examination of principal-teacher mean difference/congruence 
scores for variables of bureaucratic and professional orientations. Results obtained in 
this initial investigation suggest that the extent to which teachers and principals are 
similar in their bureaucratic and professional orientations is of little concern for 
understanding teacher receptivity to change in schools. Results presented here lead to 
the conclusion that differences between or congruence among teacher and principal 
bureaucratic and professional orientations are not useful in understanding teacher 
receptivity to change. As was noted in Question 2, as conceptual models are develop 
ed to understand relationships between principal change facilitator style or teacher 
receptivity to change, they need not attend to bureaucratic and professional orientations.
294
Question 7
Are there significant differences among schools in terms of school-level 
receptivity to change (SBC and CNC) based upon: 1) the degree to which the principal 
and teachers in a school agree on measures of teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, and 2) the degree to which the principal and teachers in a school agree 
on measures of perceptions of teacher receptivity to change?
As was the case in Question 6, no significant differences in school-level teacher 
receptivity to change variables (SBC and CNC) were found among schools based upon 
an examination of principal-teacher mean difference/congruence scores for perceived 
principal change facilitator style or receptivity to change variables. Results obtained in 
this initial investigation suggest that the extent to which teachers and the principal in a 
school are congruent in their perceptions of principal change facilitator style and 
perceptions of teacher receptivity to change is not useful for understanding teacher 
receptivity to change in schools. Similar to conclusions presented in Question 6, it can 
be concluded that conceptual models designed to explain teacher receptivity to change 
need not be concerned with how this variable relates to consensus about principal 
change facilitator style or receptivity to change among teachers and the school principal. 
Question 8
Are there relationships between selected individual and school demographic 
variables and teacher receptivity to change, teachers’ perceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, and teachers’ and principals’ bureaucratic and professional orientations?
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Statistically significant differences among teachers on various independent and 
dependent variables were noted based on particular demographic variables that included 
gender, tenure status, union affiliation, school level, education/degree level, and number 
of memberships in professional organizations. Although a number of these statistically 
significant differences were noted, comparisons of mean-difference scores were rather 
small to meaningfully infer any educational or practical significance. Similar 
observations were made for analyses completed for principals. Significant differences 
among principals on various independent and dependent variables based on demographic 
variables such as gender, district management-labor relations status, and years 
experience in the current principalship were noted. However, further analyses of these 
results by comparing mean-difference scores vitiated any inference regarding the 
educational or practical significance of these differences.
These findings suggest that any conclusions drawn about relationships among 
principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher 
receptivity to change resulting from this study may be reasonably generalizable across 
demographic characteristics that were included in this study. Thus, these findings are 
useful for the development of rather parsimonious conceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to 
change.
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Supplemental Research Questions
Question 1
Are there bivariate relationships among principal-teacher mean 
difference/congruence scores on principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, teachers’ self-perceptions of receptivity to change, and school- 
level receptivity to change?
Analyses of correlations between P-Tx scores (absolute values) and school 
(teacher) mean scores for variables of bureaucratic and professional orientations and 
teacher receptivity to change for all schools and by school level revealed no significant 
(p<.05) relationships. Similar analyses using actual difference scores resulted in only 
one statistically significant relationship between Organizational Autonomy and 
Cultural/Normative Change for all schools, and it was negative in direction and 
moderate in magnitude. Neither the magnitude nor the direction of congruence indices 
were useful for understanding teacher receptivity to change. Thus, these indices are not 
useful for conceptualizing the relationships between these variables for understanding 
teacher receptivity to change.
As previously stated in the conclusions for research questions 6 and 7 (above), 
these findings lead to the conclusion that in attempts to understand variation in teacher 
receptivity to change among schools, the congruence between principal and teacher 
perspectives in a school does not seem to be an important factor to be considered.
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Question 2
Is there a multivariate relationship between teachers’ self-perceptions of 
bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change?
No significant multivariate relationships were identified between the set of role 
orientation variables (IA, OA, and BOS) and the set of teacher receptivity to change 
variables (SBC and CNC) for the total sample of schools. Analyses completed by 
school level resulted in only one significant multivariate relationship at the secondary 
school level. This relationship was primarily explained by Interpersonal Autonomy and 
Cultural/Normative Change.
These results support the following conclusions: 1) the relationship between
teacher receptivity to change to cultural/normative and superficial/behavioral and 
bureaucratic and professional orientations is rather straightforward and simple, rather 
than complex and interactive; and 2) the relationships among these variables may be 
more complex at the secondary school level than at other school levels.
Question 3
Are there relationships between the various study variables and school SES?
Only one statistically significant relationship was identified between SES and the 
study variables. Teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic orientation were positively 
and moderately associated with the percentage of students in schools receiving free 
and/or reduced cost lunches (SES).
Several conclusions are noteworthy: 1) different levels of bureaucratic and
professional role orientations can exist in schools with varying SES characteristics;
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2) discussion and speculation in past literature that suggests SES is an important 
correlate of these variables appears tentative, with the exception of teachers’ 
bureaucratic' orientations being somewhat higher in schools with relatively low SES 
levels than in schools with relatively high SES levels.
Question 4
Are there bivariate relationships between principal scores and teacher (school 
mean) scores on the variables of bureaucratic and professional orientations (IA, OA, and 
BOS), perceived principal change facilitator style (CFSQ), and teacher receptivity to 
change (SBC and CNC)?
A rather large correlation matrix was generated for analyses pertinent to this 
question. Six statistically significant relationships were noted in the results for all 
schools and fourteen significant correlations were identified in analyses by school level. 
These relationships between variables have been detailed in Chapter 5 and a complete 
reiteration of these relationships is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, several 
important patterns in these relationships seem noteworthy.
For the total school sample, several significant, moderate and positive 
relationships were noted between: 1) principals’ and teachers’ scores on the CNC; 2) 
principals’ and teachers’ scores on the BOS and on the IA; 3) principals’ scores on the 
BOS and teachers’ scores on the CNC. Moderate and negative relationships were noted 
between principals’ scores on the SBC and teachers’ scores on the CFSQ and principals’ 
scores on the BOS and teachers’ scores on the OA. None of the relationships identified 
for the total sample of schools were replicated by school level. In some instances,
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significant but different relationships between different variables were evidenced at more 
than one school level. For example, principal scores on the CNC were associated with 
teacher scores on different variables and in different ways at each school level: 1)
elementary, IA (positive and moderate relationship); 2) middle, IA (negative and 
moderate relationship); and 3) secondary, CFSQ (positive and strong relationship).
These results lead to the following conclusions: 1) analyses using school
(teacher) mean scores for the total sample may mask important and differing sets of 
relationships among variables at various school levels; and 2) it makes no sense to 
discuss relationships among any of these variables without consideration of school level. 
Thus, school level seems to be an important variable framing any context for 
understanding relationships among principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change.
Question 5
What are the relationships among various study variables using principal scores?
Nine statistically significant relationships were identified between principal scores 
on various variables investigated in the study. Several of these relationships are 
noteworthy in terms of the conclusions. For analyses involving all schools, positive and 
moderate correlations were noted between principals’ scores on several sets of variables: 
1) SBC and CNC (This relationship was replicated in school level analyses, with the 
magnitude stronger in elementary schools than middle schools and strongest in 
secondary schools); 2) SBC and CFSQ; 3) IA and BOS. A negative and moderately 
strong relationship was noted between Organizational Autonomy and Bureaucratic
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Orientation for all schools, and it was strongest in secondary schools. Positive and 
moderate relationships were also noted between the SBC and CFSQ in analyses 
completed for various samples of schools by school-level; a similar relationship was 
noted between the IA and CFSQ for secondary schools.
Results of these analyses for principals lead to the following conclusions: 1) 
principals do not differentiate the way that teachers respond to different elements of 
planned organizational change in schools; and 2) when considered in light of results of 
analyses completed for teachers, teachers and principals tend to perceive bureaucratic 
and professional orientations in similar ways; 3) principals perceive that teachers 
associate proactive/strategic leadership with receptivity to superficial/behavioral change 
(SBC), rather than with receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC). This finding 
is at odds with the perceptions of teachers and leads to the conclusion that key members 
of the school organization view the linkages between teacher receptivity to change and 
principal change facilitator style in very different ways.
Additional Analyses 
A variety of analyses were completed that were suggested by findings obtained 
in response to the primary and supplemental research questions. These included: 1) 
partial correlations between study variables, while controlling for SES; 3) analyses of 
within-school correlations; and 4) analyses of outlier schools using 2 x 2  plots, line 
graphs and bar graphs.
The partial correlation between the CFSQ and teacher receptivity to change 
variables (SBC and CNC) controlling for SES was statistically significant and slightly
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stronger than the simple Pearson correlation between these variables. Similarly, the 
partial correlation between Interpersonal Autonomy and Superficial/Behavioral Change 
controlling for SES was statistically significant and slightly stronger than a simple 
Pearson correlation between these variables. Unlike other findings in this study that 
suggest that school level is an important consideration in interpreting relationships 
between variables, these findings suggest that there is little need for concern regarding 
the influence of SES on relationships between teacher receptivity to change variables 
and principal change facilitator style. Thus, the results of these analyses are fairly 
robust and can be generalized across a variety of school SES contexts.
Analyses of within-school correlations for the various independent and dependent 
measures in the study revealed wide variation in the range of coefficients. Similarly, 
comparisons of contrasting groups of schools with high and low levels of teacher 
receptivity to change using a series of 2 x 2 plots, line graphs and bar graphs depicting 
both actual P-Tx scores and absolute (x% of maximum) levels for each of the study 
variables for individual schools revealed wide variation among schools. For example, 
schools with highly similar mean scores on the SBC and/or CNC evidenced widely 
disparate patterns of both school (teacher) mean scores on the independent variables (IA, 
OA, BOS, and CFSQ), as well as P-Tx scores on the various measures (SBC, CNC, LA, 
OA, BOS, and CFSQ).
Results of these analyses lead to the several conclusions. First, and most 
important although teacher receptivity to change can be understood as a between school 
phenomenon, generalizing such understandings to individual school contexts is not valid
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in all cases. Second, there apparently are school context-specific variables that mediate 
the relationships among teacher receptivity to change and other important variables (e.g., 
principal change facilitator style). Third, quantitative research designs, like the one used 
in this study, are useful at two levels: 1) one level is to identify general relationships 
among variables using school mean scores as the units of analysis; and 2) the other 
level is to complete within-school analyses to identify variation in relationships between 
variables among schools. Given the conclusion relative to the utility of quantitative 
research designs, school level research methodology (e.g., qualitative case studies) might 
be helpful in explaining differences in the relationships between variables noted from 
one school to the next and in further identifying and explicating variables in the 
conceptual framework that guided this study.
Discussion
The conclusions reached in this study suggest a three part discussion. The first 
part of the discussion focuses on the instruments used and construct validity concerns. 
The second part includes a discussion of the conclusions and major issues derived from 
analyses of research questions, supplemental research questions and additional analyses 
completed in this study. The third part of the discussion addresses methodological 
issues raised by this study.
Instrument Refinement and Construct Validity Issues 
Receptivity to Change Inventory (RCI)
Teacher responses to change have been of interest to educational researchers and 
practitioners for decades. Yet, little is really understood regarding this aspect of planned
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organizational change in schools. The Receptivity to Change Inventory (Crisafulli, 
1982; Hennigar, 1979) provides a useful tool for studying teachers’ responses to a 
variety of change initiatives in school settings. Past studies of teacher receptivity to 
change using the RCI, as well as a number of other studies that have used different 
operational definitions of teacher receptivity to change (e.g., Raymond, 1979; Hannah, 
1990), have conceptualized teacher receptivity to change as a unidimensional construct. 
However, Stem and Keislar (1977) conceptualized teacher receptivity to change as two- 
dimensional in terms of instructional and organizational innovations.
Results of this study suggest that the teacher receptivity to change construct, as 
measured by the revised form of the RCI, is not unidimensional, but at least two- 
dimensional in nature. A two-dimensional conception of teacher receptivity to change 
is compatible with the idea that teachers will tolerate or adopt some types of changes 
(e.g., superficial/behavioral), but will strongly resist changes that are perceived to 
significantly alter or threaten established role conceptions, normative patterns and values 
or beliefs (e.g., cultural/normative changes). More recently, the literature on planned 
change in schools contradicts earlier, unidimensional views of teacher receptivity to 
change and depicts a more complex perception of this construct than just one or two 
dimensions. For example, results of studies of planned organizational change in school 
contexts (e.g., Chauvin & Ellett, 1990, 1991; Chauvin, et al., 1992; Corbett, et al., 
1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Giacquinta, 1973,1975a, 1975b; Hall 
& Hord, 1987; Punch & McAttee, 1979; Shujaa, 1990a, 1990b; Waugh & Punch,
1987) suggest that teacher receptivity to change is much more complex than a single,
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global or unidimensional construct. Thus, measures that reflect a more complex view 
of teacher receptivity to change than just one dimension also seem well-supported by 
the literature on educational reform that depicts change processes and teachers’ 
involvement in change implementation as complex, multifaceted, and dependent upon 
unique contextual characteristics of the school and individual characteristics of members 
within the school organization (e.g., informal norms, organizational culture) (Corbett, 
et al., 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Hall & Hord, 1987). These 
views of the multifaceted and complex nature of change processes may hold important 
implications for developing conceptual frameworks describing planned organizational 
change in schools within which relationships between variables such as principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to 
change can be postulated.
Similarly, understanding teacher receptivity to change is important to 
understanding the broader conceptions of planned organizational change in schools for 
several reasons. First, educational reforms or planned change initiatives are typically 
focused on effecting changes in school or classrooms. Given the important roles of 
teachers in these settings, teachers may be the true gatekeepers to effecting long-lasting 
and systemic changes in the way schools and classrooms appear and function (Darling- 
Hammond, 1990). Second, teachers typically are recognized as having high levels of 
authority and discretionary power regarding what actually takes place in the everyday 
activities of schools and individual classrooms. Understanding how teachers perceive 
planned changes or reforms may be a substantial contribution to understanding the
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process of successful change in schools. Third, it has been recently suggested that 
substantial and worthwhile planned change in schools need to focus on changes in the 
systemic elements of schools. These types of change initiatives (e.g., school 
restructuring, teaching thinking skills, professional reflection and collaboration among 
teachers) reflect a more direct focus on enhancing students’ learning than did earlier 
attempts to improve or reform schools (Cuban, 1988, 1990; Murphy, 1989). Since 
teachers are highly important and influential elements in the enhancement of student 
learning, understanding teacher receptivity to change and its relationship to other 
important variables (e.g., leader behavior and communication strategies) seem important 
as well.
In the midst of significant educational reform in American public schools, there 
is a critical need to understand teachers’ perceptions and responses to cultural/normative 
changes if reform initiatives are going to be successful (Cohen & Ball, 1990; Corbett, 
et al., 1987; Cuban, 1982, 1987, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Fullan, 1985, 1990; 
Hopkins, 1990). As revised in this study, the RCI appears to provide a more sensitive 
measure of the complexity of teachers’ varying responses to change initiatives. These 
results also suggest that with continued efforts to refine the construct definition and 
measurement of teacher receptivity to change, more than two dimensions to this change 
construct may be identified.
These results are encouraging in terms of their contribution to the development 
of comprehensive, theoretical conceptions of planned organizational change in schools. 
For example, refinement of conceptual and operational definitions of the teacher
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receptivity to change construct will likely contribute to understanding variables such as 
principal change facilitator style and bureaucratic and professional orientations. From 
a practical perspective, a more complex measure of teacher receptivity to change that 
is shown to be valid and reliable would provide interested practitioners (e.g., principal, 
district superintendent, or external change agent/staff developer) with diagnostic 
applications that may prove useful for facilitating successful planned organizational 
change in a variety of school contexts.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy Scale (APA)
In recent years, there has been a resurgence in the literature concerned with the 
professionalization of teaching. In part, this renewed interest in the professionalism of 
teachers has resulted from current educational reform initiatives that purport to 
significantly alter systemic aspects of school organizations that include restructuring 
teachers’ roles and responsibilities. Despite this renewed interest, research efforts of the 
past 15 to 20 years have heavily identified professional orientation with elements of 
attitudinal autonomy. Earlier conceptions of professional orientation have been defined 
in terms of autonomy from other individuals within the organization, as well as 
autonomy from organizational structures and processes. Thus, the more independently 
individuals operated within the organization, the more they were considered to be 
professionally oriented. Based upon these earlier conceptions of professional orientation, 
instruments such as the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) (Forsyth & 
Danisiewicz, 1985) have often been used as proxy measures of the more global 
conception of teachers’ professional orientations. However, more recent conceptions of
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professionalism among teachers suggest that collaborative efforts and group consensus 
are also important elements of professional orientations in teaching. These recent 
developments in the literature suggest that conceptions of professional orientation may 
need to be updated to reflect the newer ideas regarding specific elements of 
professionalism among teachers in school organizations.
The results of this study lead to the conclusion that there is a need to re-examine 
both conceptual definitions and measures currently associated with the professional 
orientation construct. Although the APA was confirmed as a two-dimensional measure 
of attitudinal autonomy, these results suggest sole reliance on measures of autonomy 
may be too limited and may lead to confusing or erroneous conclusions regarding the 
broader conception of professional orientation.
Based upon the current discussion in the literature, it seems that current 
conceptualizations of professional orientation may no longer be best described in terms 
of autonomy, expertise and an outer reference group. In these writings, school 
organizations are depicted as sites for reform initiatives that include school restructuring, 
teacher empowerment, collaborative decision making, and professional and collaborative 
reflective practice. In these contexts, how are teachers’ involvement in professional 
decision making, goal consensus building, and site-based management practices 
reflected in current conceptions of professional orientation? Before appropriateness of 
operational definitions can be explored, there is a need to clarify and refine conceptual 
understandings about variables to be measured. For example, clarity in conceptual 
definitions of professional orientations of teachers is needed before measures (e.g., the
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Attitudes of Professional Autonomy') can be refined or new ones developed.
Certainly, autonomy may be a part of professional orientation, but issues related 
to professional practice and ethics may also be important aspects of this construct. 
These have yet to be fully explicated in the literature pertaining to conceptual and 
operational definitions of professional orientation. To discuss autonomy as an element 
of professional orientation means that it must be considered within specific school 
organizational contexts. To do otherwise may be confusing and perhaps even 
misleading. For example, teachers may describe themselves as being autonomous from 
the organization and not behave very professionally in practice. Thus, behaving in 
autonomous ways may or may not operationally define one’s professional orientation. 
How are the contextual influences of particular school organizations represented in the 
extent to which teachers are depicted as being more or less professionally oriented?
The extent to which a teacher perceives an organization, as a whole, may 
strongly influence how s/he responds to situations and/or makes decisions and perceives 
his/her roles within the organization. For example, if a school district has adopted a 
new curriculum program shown to benefit students’ learning, a teacher who chooses not 
to cooperate may be acting autonomously, but at the same time, may be acting in an 
unprofessional manner. However, if teachers in a school decide that they are going to 
defy school rules regarding corporal punishment of students, a teacher who chooses not 
to join these teachers may be acting professionally and autonomously as well.
The results in this study suggest that there is a significant need to re-examine, 
and perhaps, re-define the concept of professional orientation to include current
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conceptions of professionalism in school organizational contexts. Only then, can 
appropriate measures for studying the construct and relationships with other variables 
of interest (e.g., teacher receptivity to change) be further developed. As such measures 
are developed, there may also be a need to consider alternative data collection methods 
(e.g., interview, critical incidents or agreement questionnaires, and/or qualitative research 
methodology). Current measures (e.g., APA) may not adequately control for the 
influence of contextual variables permeating respondents’ work environments.
For example, in a school context that, as a whole, is perceived to be highly 
collaborative and strongly professionally oriented, a teacher who is also professionally 
oriented may describe self-perceptions of role orientation as low on interpersonal and/or 
organizational autonomy because the organizational orientation (high professional) is 
congruent with the teacher’s beliefs about professionalism. As a result, the teacher is 
aligned with and committed to these similar beliefs and organizational norms. If a 
teacher works in a school where personal beliefs and school norms (e.g., role 
orientations) are contradictory, rather than similar, a different set of responses would 
probably result. Existing measures may not be sensitive enough to assess these fine 
distinctions and contextually-specific incidents. Teachers’ beliefs about their roles and
"who we are" (Corbett, et al., 1987) and their prior knowledge (Darling-Hammond, 
1990) are important considerations in current efforts to restructure the form and function 
of school organizations. Recent attention to professional belief systems of teachers and 
what it means to be a professional teacher appear to provide a ready forum for
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continuing conceptual and measurement efforts to define professional orientation of 
individuals in school organizations.
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS)
Results of this study strongly confirmed the BOS as a unidimensional measure 
of bureaucratic orientation. Factor analyses, reliability estimates and use of the BOS in 
studies over the past 15-20 years (e.g., Corwin, 1965, 1970; DiPaola, 1990; Kuhlman 
& Hoy, 1974) have consistently supported the 15-item BOS as a strong and efficient 
unidimensional measure of bureaucratic orientation. Thus, the conceptual and 
operational definitions of bureaucratic orientation used in this study have stood the test 
of time spanning virtually two generations of teachers. The BOS provides interested 
researchers with an efficient, valid and reliable measure of bureaucratic orientation. 
However, as has been previously mentioned in this chapter, as constructs (e.g., 
professional orientation) are refined, conceptual and operational definitions of 
bureaucratic orientation may need review as well.
Past investigations of bureaucratic and professional orientations have defined 
these constructs as distinct, but not as polar opposites (Corwin, 1965, 1970; Erez & 
Israeli, 1980; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974; Thornton, 1970; Wilensky, 1974). Results of 
this study suggest that polarity may exist between at least one dimension of professional 
orientation (e.g., organizational autonomy) and bureaucratic orientation; while another 
dimension of professional orientation (e.g., interpersonal autonomy) may be independent 
of bureaucratic orientation, but not opposite. However, no determination whether 
bureaucratic and professional orientations are coexisting constructs or bipolar opposites
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can be made until more comprehensive conceptual and operational definitions of 
professional orientation become available.
For example, an important and clear distinction between organizational 
commitment (in terms of beliefs, values, and vision) and administrative loyalty (in terms 
of allegiance and deference to administrative authority, and adherence to rules and 
procedures) appears needed. Organizational commitment may closely align with a 
conception of professional orientation, while administrative loyalty may be reflective of 
bureaucratic orientation. Clarification and further refinement of these constructs seem 
particularly indicated in light of current efforts to enhance levels of organizational 
commitment and cohesiveness among personnel (e.g., teachers and principals) in school 
organizations (Firestone & Corbett, 1988; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hall, 1987, 
1988; Joyce, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1986). Thus, as professional orientation is re­
examined, re-defined, and operationally defined, it will be important to consider how 
current conceptions o f bureaucratic orientation compare and change as well.
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ)
The field of educational administration has be plagued by continued difficulties 
in developing sound measurement of principal leadership. Several factors have been 
cited as primary contributors to these difficulties: 1) research contexts have been either 
too broad (Hall, et al., 1982; Hall, et al., 1984; Rutherford, et al., 1983) or too diverse 
(Murphy, 1988; Wimpleberg, et al., 1989); 2) considerable variation in conceptual and 
operational definitions of effective principal leadership exist (Bossert, et al., 1982; 
Hallinger & Murphy, 1988; Murphy, 1988); 3) difficulties in accounting for dynamic
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and interactive elements in a variety of school organizational contexts that influence 
principal behavior are evident (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Ellett & Walberg, 1979; 
Lightfoot, 1983); and 4) personal variables that include personality and style must be 
considered (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Greenfield, 1982; Lightfoot, 1983; Pitner,
1988).
Hall and his colleagues (Hall, et al., 1984; Hall & Hord, 1987) have 
conceptualized principal leadership style within the context of school change and they 
define this concept as change facilitator style. Prototypic principal change facilitator 
styles were originally conceptualized in terms of varying degrees of particular 
characteristics or behaviors along a unidimensional continuum (Hall, et al., 1980; Hall, 
et al., 1982; Rutherford, et al., 1983). However, Hall and Vandenberghe (1987) 
recently reconceptualized this construct as multidimensional, as measured by six bipolar 
subscales on the CFSQ. Initial validation studies conducted by Hall and George (1988) 
revealed encouraging results regarding the underlying dimensions measured by the 
CFSQ.
Although Hall and George (1988) reported initial reliability coefficients and 
intercorrelations that are supportive of the independence of the CFSQ subscales and 
dimensions, they also raise issues related to high intercorrelations between the subscales 
of Meaningful/Formal and Administrative Efficiency, Meaningful/Formal and Vision and 
Planning, and Administrative Efficiency and Vision and Planning. Their findings 
suggest that these subscales may be examples of a single construct, rather than separate 
and distinct independent constructs related to change facilitator style. Research has
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continued in the analysis of the conceptual framework of the CFSQ through additional 
factor analyses and cluster analysis (A. George, personal communication, December, 
1991; G. Hall, personal communication, November, 1991).
Results of the factor analyses reported here failed to confirm the change 
facilitator style construct as multidimensional and strongly confirmed the CFSQ as a 
unidimensional measure of change facilitator style. Upon closer examination, the 
conceptualization of change facilitator style is quite similar to essential elements or 
characteristics of principal leadership behavior often described as proactive and strategic 
principal leadership (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; 
Sergiovanni, 1986). Thus, the CFSQ appears to validly and reliably measure a principal 
leadership construct in a context of change that is often discussed in the literature as 
important in creating effective schools. This is encouraging, given concerns reflected 
by Murphy (1989) and others (e.g., Bossert, et al., 1982) regarding the conceptualization 
and measurement of effective principal leadership behaviors or style. Thus, a positive 
contribution of this study to theory development of principal leadership and effectiveness 
is the construct validity and high reliability of the CFSQ as a simple and parsimonious 
conception of proactive/strategic principal leadership style. As a unidimensional 
measure of proactive/strategic leadership, the CFSQ can be useful in the development 
of theoretical frameworks for explaining planned organizational change in schools and 
principal leadership style. Also, a simpler theoretical conception of principal leadership 
that can accommodate a broad variety of school contexts seems preferable to more
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complex depictions of leadership style (e.g., Fielder, 1978; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988; 
House, 1974).
From a practical perspective, the six bipolar subscales of the CFSQ as described 
by Hall and Vandenberghe (1987) may have utility in communicating with practitioners 
(e.g., principals and teachers) and in facilitating school improvement activities. 
However, from both theoretical and measurement perspectives, the results of this study 
do not support the use of the six bipolar subscales or the three dimensions of the CFSQ.
Discussion of Major Findings and Conclusions 
Pertinent to Research Questions 
Relationships Between Principal Change Facilitator Style and Teacher Receptivity to 
Change
Recent contributions to the literature on planned organizational change in schools 
suggest that the critical role of teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, prior knowledge, and work 
orientations are critical in effecting long-lasting, systemic changes in schools (Corbett, 
et al., 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Richardson, 1990). Similarly, the literature 
provides substantial evidence supporting the important and influential role of the 
principal for achieving organizational effectiveness (Bossert, et al., 1982; Edmonds, 
1979; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982). Thus, an association between teachers’ 
perceptions of principal change facilitator style and their receptivity to change is not 
surprising. However, a major finding and contribution to the development of theoretical 
conceptions of planned organizational change in schools is the consistent, inverse
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relationship between teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change (CNC) and 
principal change facilitator style (CFSQ) that was identified in this study.
This finding contradicts prior results and conclusions of studies of relationships 
between principal leadership style and various aspects of change processes (e.g., teacher 
responses and behaviors during adoption, implementation and incorporation stages). 
While past studies have consistently evidenced positive relationships between principal 
leadership style (e.g., change facilitator style), implementation of educational 
innovations, and indices of organizational effectiveness (e.g., school climate, student 
achievement), results of this initial exploration of teacher receptivity to change suggest 
the relationship between principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to 
cultural/normative change is negative. Thus, while these findings seem to confirm the 
importance of principal leadership style in the change process in schools, they also 
suggest that the nature of relationships between principal leadership behavior and 
teachers’ responses to change vary according to the specific aspect of planned change 
that is targeted (e.g., receptivity to change versus implementation of planned change). 
A general pattern of consistently negative and moderate associations was noted between 
these variables in school-level analyses. Similarly, analyses of within-school 
correlations completed in this study reflect that relationships between these variables 
vary considerably from one school to the next. These findings suggest greater 
complexity of relationships between principal leadership style and various elements of 
planned organizational change in schools (e.g., teacher receptivity to change versus
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teachers’ level of involvement in implementation of change efforts) than have been 
previously described and empirically verified.
In another sense, the inverse relationship between principal change facilitator 
style and teacher receptivity to cultural/normative changes identified in this study is not 
surprising, given the current focus in the literature on the unique, contextual 
characteristics of school organizations and the call for greater sensitivity to complex and 
interactive relationships within specific contexts (Murphy, 1988; Wimpleberg, et al.,
1989). However, what is evident in this study is the. obvious complexity and context- 
specific nature of principal leadership style. This finding raises a new set of questions 
regarding the paradoxical and perplexing nature of relationships between principal 
behavior and teacher responses to change that appear to be different for different indices 
of receptivity and implementation. How might these discrepancies be explained?
First, it may be that teachers are less receptive to cultural/normative changes 
when the principal is perceived as evidencing high change facilitating behaviors because 
teachers believe changes in normative patterns will eventually be required of them. An 
alternative explanation, however, reflects schools where deep-seated, cultural norms are 
clearly embedded in the organization. In these contexts, it may be easier for a principal 
to act in proactive and strategic ways because teachers know that cultural/normative 
changes will not really occur or be impacted by the principal’s behavior. Also, these 
responses to change may be unique to the introductory and adoptive stages of change 
processes, or they may be present at different levels during subsequent stages of change 
(e.g., implementation and incorporation).
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Given the positive relationship identified in past studies between these variables, 
it may be that change efforts that persist through later stages of planned change do so 
because of high change facilitating behaviors. Similarly, these principal behaviors may 
be important in enhancing more positive receptivity toward change efforts. Thus, results 
in this study raise questions regarding the stability of teachers’ perceptions of change 
efforts and the influence of role orientations and principal leadership style as teachers 
progress through various stages of change processes in schools.
A second explanation may center around the nature of principal leadership 
behavior. Hallinger and Murphy (1985), Wimpleberg, et al. (1989) and others (e.g., 
Blumberg & Greenfield, 1986; Evans, 1988; Lightfoot, 1983) suggest distinctly 
different, but effective, principal leadership styles in a variety of school contexts. Thus, 
aspects of change process or the specific contextual characteristics Thus, principal 
leadership style, school context or the specific aspect of change process may not, 
individually, provide sufficient explanations of planned organizational change in schools. 
Rather, as suggested by Hailinger and Murphy (1985) and Wimpleberg, et al. (1989), 
the differentiating feature for understanding planned organizational change in schools 
may be the fit or complementaiy match among principal leadership style, school context 
variables, stages of change within the school organization, and the primary focus on 
change processes (e.g., receptivity to change during adoption versus implementation or 
receptivity to change during implementation). For example, principals who are 
perceived as high in change facilitating behaviors (e.g., Initiators) may be most effective 
in certain school contexts, but not in others. Results of analyses in this study revealed
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a negative relationship between principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity 
to cultural/normative change for the total sample of schools and for samples of schools 
by school level (elementary, middle, secondary). However, results of the within-school 
analyses revealed positive relationships between principal change facilitator style and 
teacher receptivity to cultural change in some individual schools.
Similarly, results of analyses in this study suggest that teachers seem to perceive 
principal leadership style in global terms along a continuum that reflects frequent 
demonstration of many proactive/strategic leadership behaviors to demonstration of 
infrequent and few proactive/strategic leadership behaviors. Teachers did not 
differentiate principal leadership style in terms of subcategories of leadership behaviors 
(e.g., Concern for People and Strategic Sense). Rather, teachers tended to perceive 
discrete principal leadership behaviors as reflective of an overall style or gestalt that was 
represented along a continuum from "a little" to "a lot" of proactive/strategic leadership 
style (e.g., low/Responder change facilitator style to high/initiator change facilitator 
style).
Given the consideration of context features and specific aspects of the change 
process, there does not seem to be one generic set of effective leadership behaviors that 
is applicable in all situations. Based on the findings and conclusions of this study and 
contributions in the literature on planned change and on principal leadership, it makes 
no sense to describe an effective change facilitator style or leadership style without 
qualifying it in terms of specific aspects of the change process (e.g., teacher receptivity 
to change) and the specific school context (e.g., school level). It may be useful in future
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studies to identify particular context variables (e.g., school level and SES) and 
statistically control for these characteristics while studying relationships between 
variables such as principal leadership style and teacher receptivity to change. Additional 
insights might also be gained by focusing on specific stages or aspects of the change 
processes in longitudinal studies.
Past studies of change have focused primarily on the implementation of 
educational innovations in schools at the classroom level (e.g., Anderson, 1990; Hall 
& Hord, 1987). However, this study focused on large-scale, school level organizational 
changes. Possible explanations for the conflicting results are the shift in focus to school 
organizational changes (e.g., cultural/normative changes), as well as to teacher 
receptivity to change, rather than teachers’ involvement in implementation of planned 
change. Thus, change facilitator styles may be differentially associated with various 
elements of change processes. In this study, the relationship between principal 
leadership style and teacher receptivity to change was particularly focused on 
cultural/normative changes. While teachers’ responses to change efforts measured by 
the RCI reflect superficial/behavioral and cultural/normative concerns, principals 
perceived teachers’ responses to change in rather generic and global ways. Given the 
recent attention focused on efforts to change systemic elements of school organizations 
(Cuban, 1988, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Murphy, 1989; Sarason, 1990), it may 
be that there is need to heighten principals sensitivity to teachers’ varying tolerance 
levels for different types of changes.
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The negative relationship between principal change facilitator style and teacher 
receptivity to cultural/normative change in this study suggests a somewhat different lens 
for examining the influence' of principal leadership on effecting long-lasting school 
organizational change. Given the intractibility of effecting successful change across 
various school contexts, findings in this study suggest that recent conceptions of 
strategic and cultural elements of principal leadership (Hall, 1988; Sergiovanni, 1986) 
may be even more critical to effecting long-lasting change than originally 
conceptualized. Characteristics of proactive and strategic leadership such as enduring 
focus and vision, and long-term commitment and drive may be critical for surviving 
initial responses or receptivity to systemic and cultural/normative changes and/or 
changing negative receptivity to positive receptivity. Said another way, proactive and 
strategic leadership style may be an essential key to altering organizational norms and 
values to ensure long-lasting change that is incorporated into the everyday life of 
schools. This leadership characteristic may also be an essential element of creating a 
culture for change (Foster, 1986; Joyce, 1990).
The inverse relationship between these variables suggests yet a third perspective. 
In some schools, teachers may be more open to systemic or cultural/normative changes 
because the principal is not perceived to be a change facilitator or to be high in 
proactive/strategic leadership style. That is, teachers in such situations are ready for 
substantial changes in the school organizational context. This might be particularly the 
case in situations where teachers are proactive and the principal’s leadership style is 
essentially reactive. Conversely, it may be easier for a principal to evidence
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proactive/strategic leadership (or high change facilitator style) in school contexts where 
cultural norms are clearly established and these normative patterns are agreeably 
considered "off-limits" by the principal and teachers as targets for change.
Questions raised by this initial exploration of teacher receptivity to change 
reiterate the seemingly complex and paradoxical relationships among other variables that 
have been identified in studies focused on other aspects of school organizational form 
and function. For example, Logan (1990) found various unique combinations and levels 
of coupling structure in schools, and Johnson (1991) found similar paradoxical 
relationships relating to centralization of decision making and teacher work alienation.
The focus of this study was on relationships between principal change facilitator 
style and teacher receptivity to change at the introduction stage of the change process. 
Cuban (1988,1990) Fullan (1985,1990) and Murphy (1989) suggest that there is critical 
need to carefully examine all aspects of planned organizational change as these occur 
throughout each stage of the change process. Thus, future investigations might focus 
on the variables examined in this study at different stages during the planned change 
process. Based upon the findings in this study, principal change facilitator style appears 
to be a more potent variable for understanding variables of teacher receptivity to change 
than bureaucratic and professional orientations. Interestingly, relationships between 
receptivity to change and principal change facilitator style were independent of the 
influences of bureaucratic and professional orientations.
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Bureaucratic and Professional Orientations and Teacher Receptivity to Change
Although several specific relationships were identified between bureaucratic and 
professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change variables, little support was 
provided in this study for the overall utility of bureaucratic and professional orientations 
for understanding teachers’ receptivity to change. However, it may be that better 
conceptual and operational definitions of these constructs are needed before significant 
relationships exist between bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher 
receptivity to change variables can be established.
Results of multiple regression analyses completed here support the contribution 
of teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic orientation to understanding principal 
change facilitator style. However, this same variable did not seem beneficial for 
understanding teacher receptivity to change. This finding, and the lack of any 
significant relationships between the role orientation variables and receptivity to change 
variables in this study, are counter to previous findings (e.g., Kennedy, 1973 and Erez 
& Israeli, 1980). However, previous studies have used somewhat different 
conceptualizations of role orientation and have focused on teachers’ involvement in 
implementation activities related to planned change, rather than teachers’ receptivity to 
change. Thus, more refined conceptual and operational definitions of these constructs 
seem necessary before questions can be answered about relationships between 
organizational role orientations and teacher receptivity to change.
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Relationships between Bureaucratic and Professional Orientations and Principal Change 
Facilitator Style
Correlations between Organizational Autonomy and principal change facilitator 
style (CFSQ) were all negative in direction and very moderate in magnitude for the total 
sample of schools and by school level. Correlations between Bureaucratic Orientation 
and the CFSQ were quite similar in magnitude, but opposite in direction. These results 
are consistent with current conceptions of principal change facilitating behaviors. For 
example, an Initiator style principal is proactive, involved with teachers in their work, 
and clear in communication of expectations, school vision, and long term outcomes. 
Given a strong commitment to the organization and linkage between the principal and 
teachers, it is not surprising that teachers’ self-perceptions of bureaucratic orientation 
are positively associated with their perceptions of principal change facilitator style.
However, it is not clear what these results really reflect when they are considered 
collectively. Are teachers more committed to the organization when they perceive 
themselves to have low levels of organizational autonomy? If teachers are more 
bureaucratically oriented, does this mean they assume subordinate roles to principals 
who are perceived to be high in proactive/strategic leadership style? As was evidenced 
in this study, if teachers are simultaneously low on Organizational Autonomy and high 
on Bureaucratic Orientation in schools where the principal is perceived to be high on 
change facilitator style (proactive/strategic leadership), does this reflect deference to 
authority, administrative loyalty or organizational commitment and identity? Clear
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distinctions between such elements are needed to fully address the relationships 
between teachers’ role perceptions and their view of principal leadership style.
What is clearly reflected by the findings in this study is the importance of 
teachers’ beliefs and values in understanding how they perceive others and the 
organization. Given a model of principal behavior, previously conceptualized by Ellett 
and Walberg (1979) and other more recent contributions to the literature (e.g., Blumberg 
& Greenfield, 1986; Lightfoot, 1983), it seems that the roles of teachers’ beliefs, values 
and perceptions are important factors in determining the effectiveness of principal 
leadership in specific school contexts. While such relationships have been documented 
in qualitative studies, it seems that additional work is needed to verify these 
relationships using quantitative methods as well. Thus, based upon these findings, future 
inquiries targeting relationships between various aspects of role orientation (e.g., 
bureaucratic and professional) and principal change facilitator style appear fruitful for 
expanding conceptions of principal change facilitator style, as well as identifying ways 
in which a comprehensive theoretical framework may need to accommodate unique 
contextual features at different school levels (e.g., secondary).
Issues previously raised regarding the need for improved conceptual definitions 
and refined instruments seem pertinent to the discrepancy in findings noted here. It may 
be that, as a comprehensive and universally accepted, theoretical conception of planned 
organizational change in schools is developed, and as consistent and clear 
conceptualizations are available to guide research, greater consistency in relationships 
than have been evident in past studies may result.
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Principal-Teacher Mean Congruence Indices and Teacher Receptivity to Change
Analyses of congruence between principals and teachers’ scores did not offer any 
substantial contribution to understanding teacher receptivity to change. However, a 
general pattern of moderate, positive, but nonsignificant, correlations that was noted in 
school level analyses using both absolute, as well as actual, difference scores. Given 
the rather small sample sizes in these school level analyses, these relationships suggest 
that with refined conceptual and operational definitions, and larger sample sizes blocked 
by school level, statistically significant findings might be obtained.
Considered collectively, these findings suggest that the degree to which principals 
accurately perceive teachers’ levels of receptivity to change may be an essential feature 
in enhancing school-level receptivity to change. This seems consistent with current 
notions of building consensus among organizational members regarding organizational 
roles and expectations, organizational goals and the development of a culture for change 
(Foster, 1986; Joyce, 1990; Smith & Andrews, 1989). Although conclusions made 
based upon these general patterns are quite preliminary, this general trend in the data 
suggests that future investigations of relationships among these variables are 
theoretically worthwhile.
Relationships between SES and Teachers’ Role Orientations
A common perspective held by the general public is that teachers in low-SES 
schools are less receptive to reform initiatives and innovation and are not professionally 
orientated than teachers in high SES schools. Although the findings in this study 
suggest that teachers in low-SES schools do align more closely with the administration
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and adhere to rules, procedures and standardized modes of practice, the lack of 
significant relationships between SES and other aspects of role orientation serves to 
somewhat debunk these common perspectives about teachers’ role perceptions.
As one interprets the significant relationship between teachers’ self-perceptions 
of bureaucratic orientation and SES, it is not clear whether teachers’ responses reflect 
their beliefs/perceptions of their roles in schools, how they act in the specific context 
in which they currently work, or a combination of both. That is, did teachers respond 
to the BOS clearly in terms of their general beliefs/orientation about their roles in school 
organizations, or did their responses reflect behaviors in the current context in which 
they work? It may be that current survey instrumentation is not sophisticated enough 
to control for such influences, or current construct definitions are not comprehensive 
enough to accommodate contextual influences on individuals’ role perceptions. Thus, 
there appears to be a need to explore these conceptual and operational definition issues 
related to bureaucratic role orientations, specifically, and perhaps, role orientations in 
general.
Past criticisms (e.g., Cuban, 1983, 1984; Murphy, 1988) suggest that what is 
known about effective leadership has been primarily observed in low SES school 
contexts. The results of this study suggest that proactive/strategic leadership style is 
generally observed across schools with varying SES levels. Thus, as progress is made 
in refining a comprehensive conception of principal leadership, specifically within the 
context of planned organizational change, the lack of association of particular leadership
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styles with SES should contribute to greater parsimony in subsequent theory 
development.
Relationships Between Principals’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Study Variables
The large number of statistically significant relationships between principals’ 
self-perceptions of bureaucratic and professional role orientations, their perceptions of 
typical teacher responses to the SBC, CNC, and CFSQ; and teacher responses to these 
measures point to the highly influential role of the principal in the school organization. 
These relationships were apparent for the total school sample, as well as for school level 
subsamples. However, these findings also suggest a perplexing and paradoxical view 
of what it means to be an effective principal. The different emphases and patterns of 
significant relationships at each of the school levels lend support to current calls for 
greater attention to school context in understanding principal leadership and school 
effectiveness (Murphy, 1988; Wimpleberg, et al., 1989).
While these findings highlight the importance of context, they also highlight 
difficulties that have been often cited in attempts to study essential elements of school 
organizations. Based upon these findings, it seems difficult to come to any general set 
of conclusions regarding relationships between variables without first considering 
context variables (e.g., school level). The findings reported here point to the need to 
use multiple methodologies and the greater complementary use of quantitative and 
qualitative approaches to research on schools as complex organizations.
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Additional Analyses 
Analyses of within-school correlations and comparisons of contrasting schools 
with high and low levels of receptivity to superficial/behavioral change and 
cultural/normative change suggest that receptivity to change may best be understood as 
a within-school phenomenon. Results obtained here, as compared to results of analyses 
for variation among schools, are markedly different. These analyses raise a separate set 
of methodological issues that hold important implications for making generalizations and 
for theory development. If, for example, investigations of teacher receptivity to change 
continue to focus exclusively on variation among schools, when in fact, receptivity is 
a within-school phenomenon, erroneous conclusions may result and faulty 
generalizations will be incoiporated into theoretical conceptions of planned 
organizational change in schools. Thus, as previously mentioned, there is a need to 
refine conceptual and operational definitions of constructs explored in this study.
Discussion of Methodological Issues 
Results of analyses completed in this study raise several methodological issues 
and concerns. These are represented by three broad categories: 1) measurement issues, 
2) issues related to the selection of appropriate units of analysis, and 3) complementarity 
of different research designs.
Measurement Issues
Most of the issues related to measurement have previously been discussed in the 
section on instrument refinement and construct validity issues. However, there a few 
additional issues that warrant discussion here. First, although extensive factor analyses
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were completed on the various measures used, the results of these analyses suggest that 
additional refinement of the RCI, APA, and CFSQ may be needed. For example, the 
two-factor, oblique solution retained for the RCI accounted for only 22.13% of the 
explained variance in the data. This may be explained, in part, by the small number of 
factors (only two) identified in the measure. Thus, with further refinement of the items 
comprising these factors, greater amounts of explained variance in future studies, or 
additional factors may be identified. Similar efforts with the other measures used might 
prove valuable in exploring their construct validity as well.
Given that construct validity is not a singular research concern (Messick, 1989), 
there is a need to explore the criterion-related validity of these measures with a variety 
of variables shown to be important in understanding schools as complex organizations 
(e.g., organizational effectiveness, role expectations, robustness, coupling or 
centralization). For example, what is the relationship between particular dimensions of 
coupling structure (e.g., goal consensus/vision, manipulative control [Logan, 1990]) and 
teacher receptivity to various types of change initiatives (e.g., superficial/behavioral 
and/or cultural/normative)? How are levels of school centralization (high versus low 
levels) (Johnson, 1991) related to varying levels of teacher receptivity to change?
Reliability concerns might also be further explored. In this study, reliability was 
only examined in terms of the internal consistency of measures (Cronbach Alpha). 
Although the Cronbach Alpha coefficient may reflect the best estimate of internal 
consistency based upon all possible split-half combinations of items, it is recognizably 
a limited definition of measurement reliability. Other aspects of reliability (e.g., stability
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estimates) are also important psychometric considerations. In addition, more complex 
models (e.g., generalizability theory) are available to comprehensively examine the 
reliability of data using measures like those used in this study (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda 
& Rajaratnam, 1972). For example, it would be of interest in future research, using 
more complex and balanced research designs, to examine the extent to which these 
measures might differentiate schools and generalize results over selected variables such 
as school size, SES, school level, and geographic location (urban, suburban, 
rural/sparsely populated). Similarly, generalizability theory could also be used to 
identify undesirable sources of measurement error variance not capable of being 
examined with internal consistency procedures alone.
Issues Related to Selection of Units of Analysis
Understanding the relationships among research questions or hypotheses, units 
of analysis, design considerations, generalization of results and subsequent implications 
for theory development is important. In this study, several different units of analysis 
were used for different purposes. For example, factor analyses were completed to 
explore construct validity concerns for measures using teachers as the units of analysis. 
Major research questions were explored using schools as the units of analysis, and 
teachers within school were used to explore common method variance issues. Each of 
these units of analysis is important and each has utility for different research purposes.
Most important to note in this study are the differences that were found in results 
obtained using schools as the units of analysis versus results obtained using teachers 
within schools as the units of analysis. Results obtained using schools as the units of
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analysis depict general relationships among variables. Therefore, these results 
appropriately describe variation among schools and the domain of generalization is 
variance among schools. Thus, implications of these findings focus on research on 
schools and theories designed to explain variation among schools.
Results obtained using teachers within schools as the units of analysis were 
designed to examine variation among schools in the strength and magnitude of 
relationships among the variables from the perspective of teachers within schools. In 
this study, the relationships among variables derived from within-school analyses were 
markedly different than those evident in analyses using schools as the units of analysis. 
Thus, research and theory need to accommodate the vast differences shown in these 
results in comparing relationships among variables within schools to those established 
using school (teacher) mean scores as the units of analysis.
Results in this study, as well as recent others (e.g., Johnson, 1991; Logan,
1990), show that analyses using school (teacher) mean scores can mask what may well 
be important within school variations in the relationships among study variables. Three 
issues arise from these findings: 1) there are recognizable limitations to sole reliance 
on the use of school mean scores as the units of analysis in studying relationships 
among variables in school organizational research; 2) as previously mentioned, there 
is a need to consider use of qualitative research methodology as a followup to studies 
using quantitative methods, or designs that reflect the combined use of these research 
methodologies; and, most importantly, 3) as theories are developed, they must be able
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to explain both relationships among variables across schools, as well as differences in 
relationships among variables within schools.
Although a popular discussion currently exists in the literature regarding the 
complementarity of quantitative and qualitative research methodologies, current theories 
in the literature seem to primarily reflect two approaches to research design: 1)
quantitative analyses using school mean scores to develop/understand major constructs 
and construct relations; or 2) qualitative research methodologies focused on a small 
number of intense cases of which results are used to generalize across schools. This 
study provides specific examples that suggest the usefulness of combining these research 
methodologies to expand our understanding of school organizations. For example, 
correlational analyses using school mean scores as the units of analysis revealed 
relationships among variables across schools. However, examinations of within-school 
correlations using teachers within schools as the units of analysis, as well as 
examination of individual school profiles using 2 x 2  plots, line graphs and bar graphs 
(quantitative methods) yielded information useful for selecting outlier schools for 
possible followup research using qualitative methodologies.
Implications
The results of this study, when viewed within the existing literature on planned 
organizational change in schools, suggest a variety of implications for future research 
and practice. With regard to the variables of interest explored in this study, these 
implications may be grouped into the following categories: 1) conceptualizing and 
operationally defining variables; 2) future research; and 3) educational or practical
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applications of findings. Each of these areas, perhaps with the exception of 
educational/practical application, have specific implications for theory development of 
these constructs and the broader conception of planned organizational change in schools. 
Therefore, implications for theory development are addressed within each of the above 
specified categories.
Conceptualizing and Operationally Defining Variables 
Planned organizational change can be characterized by diverse conceptions of 
related constructs, operational definitions and research designs. Clarity in the 
development of conceptual and operational definitions is fundamental to future research 
involving these variables. Results of this study clearly suggest the need to begin future 
research efforts by rethinking theoretical conceptions currently associated with the 
constructs of principal change facilitator style, professional orientation, and teacher 
receptivity to change.
In particular, results of Part I of this study provide empirical evidence for the 
need to re-examine and redefine constructs that appear important to the development of 
comprehensive, theoretical conceptions of planned organizational change in schools. 
This suggests a two-step process that includes efforts to develop conceptual accuracy 
in describing these constructs, and sound measurement giving attention to construct 
validation, reliability, and other psychometric concerns. As constructs are re-examined, 
particular attention needs to be given to developing comprehensive and clearly stated 
descriptions of the essential elements of conceptual definitions. A second consideration 
is assurance that the conceptual definitions are timely and reflect current professional
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thinking. For example, the results in this study lead to a conclusion that the APA, as 
a measure of professional attitudinal autonomy, may no longer be sufficient to measure 
a teacher professional orientation construct. Given the current writings on 
professionalism in teaching, autonomy may reflect too narrow a construct definition to 
suffice for the broader conception of professional orientation. Other important elements 
of professional orientation that are now reflected in the current literature suggest the 
need to update and refine both the conceptual and operational definitions of this 
important construct.
Similar considerations are needed to expand the teacher receptivity to change 
construct, as well. Although measures of teacher receptivity to change reveal that this 
construct has been previously considered as unidimensional, results of this study suggest 
at least a two-dimensional conception. The literature on planned change suggests a 
more complex and multi-dimensional phenomenon than that reflected in current 
conceptualizations and measures of teacher receptivity to change. Past accounts of 
teacher responses to change suggest additional, and perhaps more specific, aspects of 
receptivity to change beyond those explored in this study. For example, 
cultural/normative changes may include a number of other dimensions or subconstructs 
such as: 1) instructional and organizational change (Stem & Keislar, 1977); 2)
elements of efficacy (e.g., performance or personal) (Fuller, et al., 1982); 3) status-risk 
variables (Giacquinta, 1973,1975a, 1975b; Kaslow, 1974; Kaslow & Giacquinta, 1974; 
Raymond, 1979); 4) compatibility with profane and sacred norms (Corbett, et al., 
1987); 4) congruence with authority structures (Elmore, 1987); and 5) congruence with
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teachers’ prior knowledge and personal beliefs (Darling-Hammond, 1990). Thus, with 
continued clarification and refinement of conceptual and operational definitions, more 
than two dimensions of teacher receptivity to change will likely be identified. As 
conceptual definitions are expanded, however, it will be important to clearly explicate 
essential elements of the constructs and to conceptually and operationally differentiate 
them from one another. This is critical to the development of sound measuring 
instruments.
Since all tests of validity and reliability contribute to construct validity (Messick, 
1992), operational definitions developed to reflect particular constructs (e.g., professional 
orientation or teacher receptivity to change) also need to be examined in ways to assure 
sound psychometric quality. Therefore, a second step in this process of conceptualizing 
and operationally defining variables involves completion of appropriate validity and 
reliability studies for various measures. As previously discussed, these seem to call for 
multivariate analyses (e.g., factor analyses), criterion-related validity studies, and 
reliability studies using more complex and balanced designs (e.g., generalizability 
theory).
Although development of clear conceptual definitions and sound operational 
measures has implications for future theory development, examination of these 
constructs in relation to other variables also suggests future direction for research. In 
this study, some of the constructs do not appear to be conceptually linked to other 
variables as depicted in the conceptual model designed for use in this study. For 
example, the construct of bureaucratic orientation as measured by the BOS, was shown
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to demonstrate relative rigor and strength in both conceptual and operational definitions. 
However, results in this study also show that individuals’ bureaucratic and professional 
orientations have little relationship to planned organizational change and to perceptions 
of principal leadership. Thus, theoretical models of these constructs need not be 
concerned with relationships involving bureaucratic and professional orientation, at least 
as these constructs, have been conceptualized and measured here.
Although continued refinement of the constructs for bureaucratic and professional 
orientations and continued development of sound measures may contribute to future 
identification of significant relationships, other factors related to organizational roles 
might also be explored. For example, hindrance factors, perceptions of efficacy (e.g., 
personal and performance) and a re-examination of status-risk factors as they relate to 
planned organizational change might prove useful to examine in future studies of 
organizational roles.
Similarly, results of this study strongly confirmed the CFSQ as a unidimensional 
measure of the change facilitator style construct. However, results also suggest that this 
construct might best be conceptualized in a broader sense to reflect proactive/strategic 
leadership. Although unidimensional and conceptually simpler than previously described 
in the literature, the CFSQ may reflect a more global and over-arching conception of 
principal leadership. As a measure of proactive/strategic leadership, three distinct 
aspects of effective principal leadership seem to be evident: 1) task structure, 2)
consideration for people, and 3) strategic sense or vision. Thus, it seems that the CFSQ 
is more than just a measure of change facilitator style. This is not surprising, since
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development of the CFSQ was initially grounded in earlier conceptions of effective 
principal leadership such as initiating structure and consideration (Halpin, 1966), as well 
as more recent conceptions of principal leadership effectiveness such as strategic 
leadership and vision (Foster, 1986a, 1986b; Sergiovanni, 1987). Therefore, it seems 
that a variety of future research efforts on principals’ leader behavior may benefit from 
use of the CFSQ as a global measure of principal leadership.
One purpose of this study was to explore a particular set of variables in an effort 
to begin to identify a network of constructs that related to planned organizational change 
in schools. Some of these variables (e.g., principal change facilitator style) were 
confirmed as important elements of this nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 
1955), while others were not found to be conceptually linked to elements of planned 
change (e.g., bureaucratic and professional orientations). The continued development 
of useful theoretical frameworks to understand change processes in schools is dependent 
upon a continuation of similar research efforts.
Future Research
Results of this study have a number of implications for future research. Two 
overriding concerns that warrant specific attention in future studies are related to issues 
previously discussed. Most important is the necessity to explain relationships among 
variables in terms of variation across schools, as well as within schools. The second 
concern relates to the selection of appropriate units of analysis and the generalization 
of findings in theory development. With these general concerns in mind for designing 
future research, several broad areas appear important for designing future research:
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1) refinement of conceptual and operational definitions for study variables; 2) 
identification and exploration of related variables; 3) development of research questions 
and use of various research designs and units of analysis to facilitate appropriate 
generalization of findings and future theory development; 4) contextual variables that 
may mediate relationships between variables (e.g., principal change facilitator style and 
teacher receptivity to change); and 5) use of a conceptual model that reflects change 
processes, rather than outcomes.
Although significant relationships were not evident between some variables in 
the study, replication of this study with refined conceptual and operational definitions 
may prove valuable in identifying significant relationships among variables. A number 
of moderate, but nonsignificant, relationships were noted among the variables explored 
in school level analyses. Given the rather small sample sizes by school level and the 
problems previously noted with current conceptual and operational definitions of some 
variables, there is a need for additional studies involving principal change facilitator 
style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change.
Perceptions of organizational roles is an important concern. Recent contributions 
to the literature strongly suggest that teachers’ perceptions of their roles and beliefs 
about school organizational form and function are key factors in successful educational 
reform (Darling-Hammond, 1990). Although bureaucratic and professional orientations 
were not found to be useful variables in understanding teacher receptivity to change, 
other variables might be useful in exploring teachers’ perceptions of their roles related 
to planned organizational change. For example it may be useful to explore relationships
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between teacher receptivity to change and teachers’ needs for achievement and 
affiliation (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).
Principal change facilitator style was shown in this study to be an important 
variable for understanding planned organizational change in schools. This construct, as 
well as others (e.g., teacher receptivity to change and professional orientation) were 
shown to be conceptually different than previously described in the literature. Thus, 
conceptual models are needed to accommodate these findings. Similarly, if  conceptual 
models are to be useful in guiding future research, they need to accommodate school 
context variables (e.g., school level or SES) that may mediate relationships between the 
study variables. These theoretical models will also need to be able to explain both 
general relationships among schools as well as disparate relationships found within 
unique school contexts.
Essential characteristics of useful theories include the ability to explain a wide 
body of knowledge, and at the same time, predict new events. Results of this study 
suggest that future theory development will need to strive to reflect general relationships 
that are observed across schools and explain the exceptional cases that appear in unique 
school contexts. While little is currently known about the specific context variables that 
interact with recognized general relationships to produce disparate findings in specific 
school contexts, there is a compelling need to identify these specific context variables 
to facilitate more accurate predictions of the relationships that may be observed in 
various school settings. As previously mentioned, these findings also have implications
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for the future implementation of complementary quantitative and qualitative research 
designs as future theories are developed.
Results of this study also raise a series of questions regarding the utility of 
certain variables and their relationship with other variables for understanding planned 
organizational change in schools. For example, the findings suggest that SES may not 
be a major concern for understanding principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic and 
professional orientations, and teacher receptivity to change and the relationships among 
these variables. Similarly, measures of cohesiveness among teachers’ perspectives 
within schools were not found to significantly contribute to explanations of teacher 
receptivity to change and perceptions of principal change facilitator style. Although 
significant relationships were not identified, further examination of these variables may 
be useful ventures.
Although other studies involving different organizational variables (e.g., coupling 
in Logan, 1990) have shown few school level differences, results of this study suggest 
that school level may be an important context variable that mediates relationships among 
the study variables. Further examination and explication of the mediating role of this 
variable appear useful. Similarly, it might be important to identify other variables that 
serve as contextual and mediating influences in important relationships among the study 
variables. If some variables (e.g., bureaucratic and professional orientations, and SES) 
are not important considerations for understanding planned organizational change in 
schools, then what variables might create differences across various school levels? 
Future investigations might include context variables such as climate variables (e.g.,
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esprit, collegiality and disengagement), perceptions of efficacy (e.g., personal and 
performance), or pupil control ideology to explore relationships among teacher 
receptivity to change, principal leadership style, and planned organizational change in 
schools.
Given the concerns raised regarding contextual features of school organizations, 
it seems that future research using various units of analysis in longitudinal studies that 
span the various stages of planned organizational change in schools are also needed. 
Such efforts are needed to further explore teacher receptivity to change and related 
variables as they are observed independently and in interaction with one another and, 
most importantly, at each stage of the planned change process.
Qualitative case studies of various school contexts that reflect involvement in 
organizational change processes may shed new light on understanding the role of 
principal leadership style in the ongoing and developmental process of creating a school 
culture that is conducive to successful change. Given the dynamic and interactive 
features of schools as complex organizations and the important role of principal 
leadership in schools, longitudinal studies spanning each stage of the change process in 
schools (i.e., from introduction to incorporation) may facilitate the identification of key 
variables for understanding planned organizational change in schools. These variables 
may also begin to reveal common threads across various school contexts that can 
contribute to refined understandings of the fit among principal leadership, school context 
and various aspects of the change process in school organizations.
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Similarly, future studies need to incorporate both quantitative and qualitative 
research methodologies. Disparate relationships between variables such as principal 
change facilitator style and elements of planned organizational change (e.g., teacher 
receptivity to versus implementation of change efforts) suggest that greater attention 
needs to be given to studying the process of change than has been previously reflected 
in the literature. As research efforts are continued, consideration of research design and 
measurement issues previously discussed will likely facilitate the development of 
theoretical frameworks that will accommodate the complexity of relationships among 
variables reflected in school organizations.
The conceptual model used in this study to organize variables emphasizes the 
process of change, rather than goals/outcomes of planned change efforts. Thus, the 
model appears to have utility in future research for studying variables believed to be 
important to understanding the process of planned organizational change in schools. 
A number of variables were reflected in the model that were not included as target 
variables for this study. For example, personal variables (e.g., beliefs and values) or 
organizational contextual variables (e.g., resources, technology, student clientele) could 
be specifically investigated in future studies using this model.
Although bureaucratic and professional orientations, as they were conceptualized 
and measured in this study, were shown to have little usefulness in understanding 
teacher receptivity to change, any number of variables might be substituted for role 
orientation variables and investigated in future studies using the model depicted in this 
study. For example, individuals’ perceptions of efficacy (personal and performance)
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might be substituted for principals and teachers’ role orientations in the model; or 
individuals’ self-perceptions of need for affiliation and achievement might be substituted 
as well. Also longitudinal studies that explore such variables during each stage of the 
planned change process could be facilitated by use of this conceptual model.
Relationships demonstrated in this study between particular variables (e.g., 
principal change facilitator style and teacher receptivity to cultural/normative change) 
provide a first step toward the development of a comprehensive and useful theoretical 
model of planned organizational change in schools. These findings, and others as well, 
can contribute to the development of a model for explaining general relationships among 
variables across schools and differences in relationships between variables within 
schools. As theories of planned organizational change in schools continue to evolve, 
such theories must be able to explain how school context factors mediate and alter 
relationships among key variables associated with the change process.
Educational and Practical Applications 
Although the study was not designed to address educational or practical 
application of elements of planned organizational change in schools, several implications 
may be drawn from the results: 1) there is need to enhance principals’ levels of
awareness and sensitivity to teachers’ differential responses to types of change 
initiatives; 2) preservice and inservice professional development programs for teachers 
may need to target increasing teachers’ levels of awareness regarding relationships 
between principal behavior and teacher responses to change; and 3) successful planned 
organizational change in schools is not achieved through generic and prescriptive
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processes—there is no singular and best way to successfully achieve planned change in 
schools.
Effectiveness in schools is, in part, dependent upon the organizational ability of 
schools to maintain stability and manage change in response to the ever-present demands 
of the external environment and a changing student clientele. This study represents an 
initial exploration of variables which appear to have the potential for shedding new light 
on a very complex process that is essential to school organizational success. The 
findings presented here should be interpreted with this goal in mind.
Summary
The overall purpose of this study was to utilize conceptions of principal change 
facilitator style, bureaucratic and professional orientations, and teacher Teceptivity to 
change to extend our understanding of schools as complex social/sociotechnical systems 
and to develop a comprehensive theoretical conception of planned organizational change 
in schools. A secondary purpose of the study was to report the results of a series of 
data analyses used to refine operational definitions of the study variables that are 
currently available. This study is the first known in the literature to examine 
relationships among these variables in concert with a common set of schools, principals 
and teachers.
The independent variables in the study were principal change facilitator style, 
reconceptualized as a unidimensional construct of proactive/strategic leadership, 
bureaucratic orientation and two dimensions of professional orientation. Dependent
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variables in the study were reconstructed teacher receptivity to change variables: 
superficial/behavioral change and cultural/normative change.
The sample for this study consisted of all principals and teachers in 94 public 
schools from representing six school districts located in the southern region of 
Louisiana. The school sample closely reflected the statewide distribution of all schools 
by level (elementary, 57%; middle, 15%; and secondary, 17%) and by socioeconomic 
status (SES). A total of 1921 teachers participated in the study and at least 40% of the 
teachers in each of 81 schools responded to the complete questionnaire packet. Of these 
schools, 46 were elementary schools, 17 were middle schools and 18 were secondary 
schools. A total of 87 complete principal questionnaire packets were received, of which 
75 were in the 81 schools with at least 40% of the teachers responding.
Four instruments were used in data collection: 1) a revised form of the
Receptivity to Change Inventory (Crisafulli, 1982; Hennigar, 1979); 2) the Attitudes 
of Professional Autonomy scale (Forsyth & Danisiewicz, 1985); 3) the Bureaucratic 
Orientation Scale (Corwin, 1965, 1970; DiPaola, 1990; Kuhlman & Hoy, 1974); and 
4) the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987).
This study was completed in two parts. The first part focused on an exploration 
of the construct validity and measurement properties of the various measures. The 
second part focused on a series of primary and supplemental research questions that 
target relationships among measures of principal change facilitator style, bureaucratic 
and professional orientations and teacher receptivity to change using a common set of
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schools, principals and teachers. The study used an ex post facto survey research design 
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963).
A series of exploratory factor analyses using principal components analysis, and 
a variety of orthogonal and oblique rotation solutions were completed to investigate the 
conceptual structure of the RCI, APA, BOS, and CFSQ. Based on these findings the 
RCI, APA, and CFSQ were reconstructed to reflect factor analyzed versions of these 
instruments. These reconstructed, factor analyzed versions of the RCI, APA, and 
CFSQ were used in subsequent analyses pertinent to research questions. The conceptual 
structure of the BOS was confirmed and it was retained in its original form for 
subsequent analyses.
The RCI was reconceptualized as a two-dimensional measure of 
Cultural/Normative Change (CNC) and Superficial/Behavioral Change (SBC). The APA 
was confirmed as a two-dimensional proxy measure of professional orientation, but the 
assignment of items to subscales were altered to reflect the factor structure resulting 
from factor analyses in this study. The CFSQ was verified and reconceptualized as a 
one-factor instrument measuring a global construct termed proactive/strategic leadership.
Results of the first part of this study suggest that considerable work is needed 
in refining conceptual and operational definitions of these key variables in studying 
planned organizational change in schools. During times of proposed systemic changes 
in the traditional form and function of school organizations, it seems particularly 
important to re-examine and redefine conceptions of bureaucratic and professional 
orientations to reflect newer perspectives regarding teachers’ and principals’ school
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organizational roles. The revised CFSQ appears to hold promise for measuring principal 
leadership style in a simpler and more parsimonious manner than previously described.
When considered collectively, the findings from Part II of the study reveal that 
principal change facilitator style is a potent variable for understanding teacher receptivity 
to change. However, the relationship between these variables is inverse and at odds 
with findings in the change literature. Past research has shown that positive 
relationships between teachers’ involvement in implementation of change and principal 
leadership or change facilitator style (Anderson, 1990; Hall & Hord, 1987). The results 
in this study show that relationships between teacher receptivity to change and principal 
leadership may not parallel change situations involving actual implementation. Thus, 
questions arise regarding receptivity to change during various stages of the change 
process. Questions also arise about the perplexing and rather paradoxical relationships 
that are suggested between principal leadership style and teacher receptivity to change 
versus implementation and incorporation of change initiatives. Although significant 
relationships between bureaucratic and professional orientations and teacher receptivity 
to change were not well supported, a number of moderate relationships between these 
variables at various school levels suggest that there is potential to establish meaningful 
relationships in future studies.
The discussion of findings highlights several important issues in understanding 
planned organizational change in schools. First, the important and influential roles of 
principals and teachers appear to be mediated by context variables related to school 
organizations. Second, the nature of these relationships is somewhat at odds with prior
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findings reported in the literature relating to change, as well as the principal leadership 
literature. Thus, simultaneous and paradoxical relationships appear evident among these 
variables as they relate to planned organizational change in schools. Third, relationships 
between teacher receptivity to change and principal facilitator style appear to be 
independent of bureaucratic and professional orientations, and SES. Fourth, 
relationships between variables studied do not seem to be moderated by various 
demographic variables. Fifth, comparison of results from between school analyses to 
within school analyses yielded markedly different sets of conclusions. These findings 
and resulting conclusions give rise to a variety of important questions that need to be 
addressed in future research.
In recent years, schools have been faced with a recurring call to change various 
elements of their organizational form and function. This time in history seems to 
provide a natural laboratory for exploring the general relationships that exist across 
schools, as well as the unique and interactive nature of context variables with these 
general postulates. Thus, as highlighted by the results of this study, the complexity of 
school organizations suggests a challenging and compelling need to pursue these general 
and unique relationships, rather than just accept them as too complex to be explained. 
This challenge awaits the research community. Future efforts promise to be challenging 
and exciting. New insights from anticipated research efforts seem to hold the keys to 
expanding the knowledge base on planned organizational change in general, and more 
particularly, in schools.
REFERENCES
Albrecht, S. L. & Carpenter, K. E. (1976). Attitudes as predictors of behavior versus 
behavior intentions: A convergence of research traditions. Sociometrv, 39(1). 
1- 10.
Anderson, S. E. (1990). Principal’s management style and patterns of teacher 
implementation across multiple innovations. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Boston, 
Massachusetts.
Aquila, F., & Galovic, J. (1988). The principal as change agent: Encouraging teachers 
to adopt change. NASSP Bulletin. 72(506). 50-53.
Astuto, T., & Clark, D. (1985). Strength of organizational coupling in the 
instructionally effective school. Urban Education, 19(4). 331-355.
Barnard, C. I. (1938). The functions of the executive. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
Harvard University Press.
Bass, M. B. (1981). Stodgills’ handbook of leadership. New York: The Free Press, 
Macmillan.
Bennis, W. G., Benne, K. D., & Chin, R. (1969). The planning of change. New York: 
Hold, Rinehart and Winston.
Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1985). The managerial grid III. Houston, Texas: Gulf.
Blumberg, A., & Greenfield, W. (1986). The effective principal: Perspectives on 
school leadership (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. D. (1984) Modem approaches to understanding and 
managing organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Boring, E. G. (1950). A history of experimental psychology (2nd edition) (pp. 723- 
728). New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.
Bossert, S. T., Dwyer, D., Rowan, B., & Lee, G. V. (1982). The instructional 
management role of the principal. Educational Administration Quarterly. 18, 34- 
64.
349
350
Boyan, N. J. (1988). Describing and explaining administrator behavior. In N. J. Boyan 
(Ed.), Handbook of Research on Educational Administration, (pp. 77-97). New 
York: Longman.
Brandt, R. S. (1987, February). On teachers coaching teachers: A conversation with 
Bruce Joyce. Educational Leadership.
Brookover, W. B., Beamer, L., Efthim, H., Lezotte, L., Miller, S., Passalacqua, J., & 
Tomatzy, L. (1982). Creating effective schools: An inservice program for 
enhancing school learning climate and environment. Holmes Beach, Florida: 
Learning Publications.
Burry, J. A., Poggio, J. P., & Glasnapp, D. R. (1989). The Kansas internship program 
assistance/assessment model: A design for beginning teachers’ professional
growth. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education. 3, 53-78.
Callahan, R. E. (1962). Education and the cult of efficiency. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.
Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (1963). Experimental and quasi-exnerimental designs 
for research. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Charters, W. W., Jr., & Pellegrin, R. (1973). Barriers to the innovation process: Four 
case studies of differentiated staffing. Educational Administrative Quarterly, 9, 
3-14.
Chauvin, S. W., & Ellett, C. D. (1990). Initial perceptions of educators in Louisiana 
regarding the Louisiana teaching internship and statewide teacher evaluation 
programs. (Tech. Rep. No. 3). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, 
College of Education, Teaching Internship and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Chauvin, S. W., & Ellett, C. D. (1991). A followup survey of Louisiana educators’ 
perceptions of the Louisiana teaching internship and statewide teacher evaluation 
programs. (Tech. Rep. No. 17). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, 
College of Education, Teaching Internship and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Chauvin, S. W., Ellett, C. D., Loup, K. S., & Sian, D. F. (1990, April). Inserting 
student learning in the teacher assessment paradigm: Results of an initial pilot 
test of the Louisiana STAR. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston, Massachusetts.
351
Chauvin, S. W., Ellett, C. D., Claudet, J. G., Loup, K. S., Lofton, G. G., & Hill, F. H. 
(1990). Reflecting on teaching and learning: A study of school level
implementation of the STAR in nine schools. (Tech. Rep. No. 18). Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University, College of Education, Teaching Internship 
and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Chauvin, S. W., Evans, R. L., & Ellett, C. D. (1992). Replacing lifetime certification 
with a renewable credential: Phase HI of a survey of teacher educators’
perspectives about the Louisiana teaching internship and statewide teacher 
evaluation projects. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, San Francisco, California.
Chauvin, S. W., Evans, R. L., Ellett, C. D., & Naik, N. S. (1991). A statewide survey 
of teachers’ perceptions of comprehensive planning and related assessment issues 
during initial implementation of Louisiana’s teaching internship and teacher 
evaluation programs. (Tech. Rep. No. 25). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 
University, College of Education, Louisiana Teaching Internship and Teacher 
Evaluation Projects.
Chauvin, S. W., Lofton, G. G., Loup, K. S., Evans, R. L., Hill, F. H., Claudet, J. G., & 
Ellett, C. D. (1991). Concepts and issues in effecting schoolwide staff 
development: Results of a year-long study of school-level implementation of a 
classroom-based, professional development model in three schools. (Tech. Rep. 
No. 24). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, College of Education, 
Louisiana Teaching Internship and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Chauvin, S. W., Loup, K. S., Claudet, J. G., Hill, F. H., & Lofton, G. G. (1991). Can 
a dinosaur block the view of a rainbow: Results of a nine school study. In S. 
Knight (Chair), Development of a system for induction and renewable teacher 
certification: Louisiana’s System for teaching and learning assessment and
review (STAR). Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Southwest 
Educational Research Association, San Antonio, Texas.
Cheslar, M., Schmuch, R., & Lippitt, R. (1963). The principal’s role in facilitating 
change. Theory into practice. Columbus: Bureau of Educational Research and 
Service.
Chrispeels, J. A. (April, 1990). Achieving and sustaining school effectiveness: A five 
year study of change in elementary schools. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Boston, 
Massachusetts.
Coch, L., & French, J. R. P., Jr. (1948). Overcoming resistance to change. Human 
Relations. ! ,  512-532.
352
Cohen, D. K., & Ball, D. L. (1990). Relations between policy and practice: A 
commentary. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 12(3). 249-256.
Conley, S. C. (1988). Reforming paper pushers and avoiding free agents: The teacher 
as a constrained decision maker. Educational Administration Quarterly. 24(4). 
393-404.
Conley, S. C. (1989). Who’s on first: School reform, teacher participation and the 
decision-making process. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, San Francisco, California.
Corbett, H. D., Dawson, J. A., & Firestone, W. A. (1984). School context and school 
change: Implications for effective planning. New York: Teachers College 
Press.
Corbett, H. D., Firestone, W. A., & Rossman, G. B. (1987). Resistance to planned 
change and the sacred in school cultures. Educational Administrative Quarterly. 
23(4), 36-59.
Corwin, R. G. (1970). Militant professionalism: A study of organizational conflict in 
schools. New York: Appleton, Century, Crofts.
Corwin, R. G. (1965). Professional persons in public organizations. Educational 
Administrative Quarterly. 1., 1-22.
Corwin, R. G. (1975). Innovation in organizations: The case of schools. Sociology 
of Education. 48. 1-37.
Corwin, R. G., & Borman, K. M. (1988). Schools as workplace: Structural constraints 
on administration. In N. J. Boyan (Ed.), Handbook of research on educational 
administration, (pp. 209-237). New York: Longman.
Coughlan, R. J. (1969). Assessment of teacher work values. Educational 
Administration Quarterly. 5, 53-73.
Croft. (1977, June). Change agentry: A vital skill. The reading report. National 
Institute on Education, 1-2.
Cronbach, L. J. (1957). The two disciplines of scientific psychology. American 
Psychologist. 12. 671-684.
Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. 
American Psychologist. 52. 281-302.
353
Cronbach, L. J., Gleser, G. C., Nanda, H., & Rajaratnam, N. (1972). The dependability 
of measurements. New York: Wiley and Sons.
Cuban, L. (1982). Teacher as leader and captive: Continuity and change in American 
classrooms, 1890-1980. ED 254506 (ERIC microforms).
Cuban, L. (1983). Effective schools: A friendly but cautionary note. Phi Delta
Kappan. 64(10), 695-696.
Cuban, L. (1984). Transforming the frog into a prince: Effective schools research, 
policy and practice at the district level. Harvard Educational Review, 54(2). 
129-151.
Cuban, L. (1987). The ways that schools are: Lessons for reformers. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 298211).
Cuban, L. (1988). Why do some reforms persist? Educational Administrative 
Quarterly, 24, 329-335.
Cuban, L. (1990). Reforming again, again, again, and again. Educational Researcher. 
19(1), 3-13.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1990). Instructional policy into practice: "The power of the 
bottom over the top." Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 12(3), 233- 
241.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1988). Accountability and teacher professionalism. American 
Educator, 12(4). 8-13.
Darling-Hammond, L., Wise, A. E., & Pease, S. R. (1983). Teacher evaluation in the 
organizational context: A review of the literature. Review of Educational
Research, 53(3). 285-328.
Deal, T. (1990). Reframing reform. Educational Leadership. 47(8), 6-12.
Duke, D. (1986). The aesthetics of leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 
22, 7-27.
Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 
37, 15-24.
Eichholz, G. C. (1963). Why do teachers reject change? Theory Into Practice, 2(5), 
264-268.
354
Ellett, C. D. (1990). A new generation of classroom-based assessments of teaching and 
learning: Concepts, issues and controversies from pilots of the Louisiana STAR. 
Concept paper. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, College of Education.
Ellett, C. D., Loup, K. S., & Chauvin, S. W. (1990). System for teaching and learning 
assessment and review (STAR): Annotated guide to teaching and learning.
Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, College of Education, Louisiana 
Teaching Internship and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Ellett, C. D., & Walberg, H. J. (1979). Principals’ competency, environment, and 
outcomes. In H. J. Walberg (Ed.), Educational environments and effects: 
Evaluation, policy and productivity, (pp. 140-164) Berkeley, California: 
McCutchan Publishing.
Elmore, R. F. (1987). Reform and the culture of authority in schools. Educational 
Administrative Quarterly. 23. 60-78.
English, F. W. (1975). School organization and management. Worthington, Ohio: 
Charles A. Jones Publishing.
Erez, M., & Israeli, R. (1980). Work-value orientations and their relationships to 
teachers’ activities. Journal of Educational Administration. 18(1). 88-97.
Etzioni, A. (1964). Modem organizations. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Eubanks, E., & Parish, R. (1987). An inside view of change in schools. Phi Delta 
Kappan. 68(8), 610-15.
Evans, R. L. (1988). Teachers’ perception of principals’ change facilitator styles in 
schools that differ according to effectiveness and socioeconomic context. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of New Orleans.
Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, California: Stanford 
University Press.
Fiedler, F. (1976). The contingency model and the dynamics of the leadership process. 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 11. 60-112.
Firestone, W. A., & Bader, B. D. (1992). Redesigning teaching: Professionalism or 
bureaucracy? New York: State University of New York Press.
Firestone, W. (1985). The study of loose coupling: Problems, progress, and prospects. 
Research in Sociology and Socialization. 5, 3-30.
355
Firestone, W., & Corbett, H. D. (1988). Planned organizational change. In N. J. 
Boyan (Ed.), Handbook of Research on Educational Administration, (pp. 321- 
340). New York: Longman.
Firestone, W., & Herriott, R. (1982). Two images of schools as organizations: An 
explication and illustrative empirical test. Educational Administrative Quarterly. 
18, (2), 39-59.
Firestone, W., & Wilson, B. (1985). Using bureaucratic and cultural linkages to 
improve instruction: The principal’s contribution. Educational Administrative 
Quarterly. 21. 7-30.
Forsyth, P. B., & Danisiewicz, T. J. (1985). Toward a theory of professionalization. 
Work and Occupations. 12(1). 59-76.
Foster, W. (1986a). Toward a critical theory of educational administration. In T. J. 
Sergiovanni & H. E. Corbally (Eds.), Leadership and organizational culture, (pp. 
240-259). Chicago: University of Illinois Press.
Foster, W. (1986b). Paradigms and promises: New approaches to educational
administration. Buffalo, New York: Prometheus Books.
Fullan, M. (1982). The meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers College 
Press.
Fullan, M. (1985). Change processes and strategies at the local level. The Elementary 
School Journal. 85(3). 391-421.
Fullan, M. (1990). Staff development, innovation, and institutional development. In 
Joyce, B. (Ed.), Changing school culture through staff development (pp.3-25). 
Alexandria, Virginia: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Fullan, M., Bennett, B., & Rolheiser-Bennett, C. (1990). Linking classroom and school 
improvement. Educational Leadership. 47(8). 13-19.
Fuller, B., Wood, K., Rapoport, R., & Dombusch, S. M. (1982). The organizational 
context of individual efficacy. Review of Educational Research, 52(1). 7-30.
Getzels, J. W., & Guba, E. G. (1957). Social behavior and the administrative process. 
The School Review. 65, 423-441.
Giacquinta, J. B. (1973). The process of organizational change in schools. In F. B. 
Kerlinger (Ed.), Review of Research in Education. 1_, 178-208.
356
Giacquinta, J. B. (1975a). Status, risk, and receptivity to innovations in complex 
organizations: A study of the responses of four groups of educators to the 
proposed introduction of sex education in elementary school. Sociology of 
Education. 48. 38-58.
Giacquinta, J. B. (1975b). Status risk-taking: A central issue in the initiation and
implementation of public school innovations. Journal of Research and
Development in Education. 9(1), 102-114.
Ginsberg, R., & Berry, B. (1990). Experiencing school reform: The view from South 
Carolina. Phi Delta Kappan. 71. 549-552.
Goodlad, J. I. (1975). The dynamics of educational change: Toward responsive 
schools. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Gouldner, A. W. (1954). Patterns of industrial bureaucracy. New York: The Free 
Press.
Gouldner, A. W. (1957). Cosmopolitans and locals: Toward an analysis of latent
social roles~I. Administrative Science Quarterly. 2, 281-306.
Gouldner, A. W. (1958). Cosmopolitans and locals: Toward an analysis of latent
social roles—II. Administrative Science Quarterly. 2, 444-480.
Greenfield, W. D. (1982). Empirical research on principals: The state of the art. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, New York City. ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
224178).
Griffiths, D. E. (Ed.) (1964). Behavioral science and educational administration. 63rd 
yearbook of the National Society of Education, part n . Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.
Grimes, A. J., & Berger, P. K. (1970). Cosmopolitan-local: Evaluation of the
construct. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15, 407-416.
Gross, N., Giacquinta, J. B., & Bernstein, M. (1971). Implementing organizational 
innovations. New York: Basic Books.
Hall, C. S., & Lindzey, G. (1978). Theories of personality (3rd ed.) (pp. 383-436). 
New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Hall, G. E. (1988). The principal as leader of the change facilitating team. Journal of 
Research and Development in Education. 22(1). 79-89.
357
Hall, G. E. (1987). Strategic sense: The key to reflective leadership in school
principals. Paper presented at the conference on Reflection in Teacher 
Education, Houston, Texas.
Hall, G. E., & George, A. (1988). Development of a framework and measure for 
assessing principal change facilitator style. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, 
Louisiana.
Hall, G. E., & Hord, S. M. (1987). Change in schools: Facilitating the process. New 
York: State University of New York Press.
Hall, G. E., Loucks, S. F., Rutherford, W. L., & Newlove, B. W. (1975). Levels of use 
of the innovation: A framework for analyzing innovation adoption. Journal of 
Teacher Education. 26(1). 52-56.
Hall, G. E., & Vandenberghe, R. (1987). The Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. 
Greeley, Colorado: Concerns Based Systems International.
Hall, G. E., Rutherford, W. L., Hord, S. M., & Huling, L. L. (1984). Effects of three 
principal styles on school improvement. Educational Leadership. 41(5), 22-29.
Hall, R. H. (1968). Professionalization and bureaucratization. American Sociological 
Review. 33(1). 92-104.
Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. (1985). Assessing the instructional management behavior 
of principals. Elementary School Journal, 86(2). 217-247.
Halpin, A. W. (1966). Theory and research in administration. New York: Macmillan.
Halpin, A. W., & Croft, D. B. (1963). Organizational Climate Descriptive 
Questionnaire. From A. W. Halpin & D. B. Croft, The organizational climate 
of schools. Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 
pp. 122-24.
Harrah, H. F. (1990). A comparison of locus of control, dogmatism, and receptivity to 
change among elementary and secondary teachers in three designated regions 
in the state of Kentucky. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Kentucky, 1990). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 51, 696A.
Harvey, T. R. (1990). Checklist for change: A pragmatic approach to creating and 
controlling change. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
358
Havelock, R. G. (1973). The change agent’s guide to innovation in education. 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational Technology Publications.
Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1988). Management of organizational behavior: 
Utilizing human resources (5th ed). Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice- 
Hall.
Hopkins, D. (1990). Integrating staff development and school improvement: A study 
of teacher personality and school climate. In B. Joyce (Ed.), Changing school 
culture through staff development (pp. 41-67). Alexandria, Virginia: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Hord, S. M. (1981). Analyzing administrator intervention behaviors. Paper presented 
at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Dallas, 
Texas.
House, R. J. (1971). A path-goal theory of leader effectiveness. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 16. 321-338.
Hoy, W. K., & Miskel, C. G. (1987). Educational administration: Theory, research 
and practice (3rd ed.). New York: Random House.
Huberman, A. M., & Miles, M. B. (1984). Innovation u p  close: How school
improvement works. New York: Plenum.
Huling, L. L., Hall, G. E., Hord, S. M., & Rutherford, W. L. (1983). A 
multidimensional approach for assessing implementation success. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Montreal. .
Jago, A. G. (1982). Leadership: Perspectives in theory and research. Management 
Science, 28(3), 315-336.
Johnson, B. L. (1991). School centralization and organizational effectiveness: the role 
of teacher alienation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Louisiana State 
University.
Johnson, S. M. (1988). Pursuing professional reform in Cincinnati. Phi Delta Kappan, 
69(10), 746-751.
Joyce, B. (1990). Changing school culture through staff development. Alexandria, 
Virginia: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
359
Joyce, B., Bennett, B., & Rolheiser-Bennett, C. (1990). The self-educating teacher: 
Empowering teachers through research. In B. Joyce (Ed.), Changing school 
culture through staff development (pp. 26-40). Alexandria, Virginia: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Joyce, B., Hersch, R., & McKibben, M. (1983). The structure of school improvement. 
White Plains, New York: Longman.
Kaslow, C. (1974). Resistance to innovations in complex organizations: A test of two 
models of resistance in a higher education setting. Dissertation Abstracts 
International. 3130A-3131A (University Microfilms No., 74-24, 999).
Kaslow, C., & Giacquinta, J. B. (1974, April). Faculty receptivity to organizational 
change. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, Chicago, Illinois. (ERIC Reproduction Service No. ED 
090847).
Katz, F. E. (1964). The school as a complex social organization: A consideration of 
patterns of autonomy. Harvard Educational Review. 34. 428-455.
Kennedy, W. J. (1973). Organizational structure and teachers’ professional orientation 
to their involvement in innovative activities. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
New York University.
Kuhlman, E. L., & Hoy, W. K. (1974). The socialization of professionals into 
bureaucracies: The beginning teacher in the school. Journal of Educational 
Administration. 12(2). 18-27.
LaMaster, S. U., Tobin, B. J., & Bowen, C. W. (1990). Making sense of an 
innovation: A qualitative study of the pilot implementation of LTTP/LTEP in 
three schools. (Tech. Rep. No. 19). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, 
College of Education, Teaching Internship and Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Lawrence, P. R. (1954). How to deal with resistance to change. Harvard Business 
Review. 32(3), 49-57.
Leithwood, K. A., & Montgomery, D. J. (1982). The role of elementary school 
principals in program improvement. Review of Educational Research. 52. 309- 
339.
Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in group dynamics. Human Relations. 1., 5-41.
Lieberman, A. (1986). Rethinking school improvement: Research, craft and concept. 
New York: Teachers College Press.
360
Lieberman, A. (1990). Navigating the four C’s: Building a bridge over troubled 
waters. Phi Delta Kappan. 71. (7), 531-33.
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1984). Teachers, their world and their work: 
Implications for school improvement. Alexandria, Virginia: Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Lieberman, A., & Rosenholtz, S. (1987). The road to school improvement: Barriers 
and bridges. In J. Goodlad (Ed.), The ecology of school renewal, 86th yearbook, 
part I, National Society for the Study of Education. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.
Lightfoot, S. L. (1983). The good high school: Portraits of character and culture. 
New York: Basic Books.
Lipham, J. M., Rankin, R. E., & Hoeh, J. A., Jr. (1985). The principal ship: Concepts, 
competencies, and cases. New York: Longman.
Little, J. W. (1984). Seductive images and organizational realities in professional 
development. Teachers College Record, 86(1), 85-102.
Logan, C. S. (1990). An exploration of the "paradoxical" view of coupling structure 
and school effectiveness. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Louisiana State 
University, Baton Rouge, LA.
Louisiana Department of Education. (1991). Financial and Statistical Annual Report: 
1990-1991. Baton Rouge: Author.
Maijoribanks, K. (1977). Bureaucratic orientations, autonomy and the professional 
attitudes of teachers. Journal of Educational Administration, 15(1), 104-113).
McLaughlin, M. W. (1976). Implementation as mutual adaption: Change in classroom 
organization. Teachers College Record, 77, 339-351.
McLaughlin, M. W., & Marsh, D. D. (1979). Staff development and school change. 
In A. Lieberman & L. Miller (Eds.), Staff development: New demands, new 
realities, new perspectives (pp. 69-94). New York: Teachers College Press.
McLaughlin, M. W., & Pfeiffer, R. S. (1988). Teacher evaluation: Improvement, 
accountability and effective learning. New York: Teachers College Press.
Merton, R. K. (1957). Patterns of influence: Local and cosmopolitan influentials. In 
R. K. Merton (ed.), Social theory and social structure, (pp. 387-420). New York: 
Free Press of Glencoe.
361
Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational Measurement (3rd ed.). 
National Council on Measurement in Education and American Council on 
Education. New York: Macmillan.
Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1978). The structure of educational organizations. In 
Marshal W. Meyer, et al. (Eds.) Environments and Organizations (pp. 78-109). 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Mischel, W. (1971). Introduction to personality (pp. 90-93). New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston.
Mort, P. R. (1958). Educational adaptability. In D. H. Ross (Ed.), Administration for 
adaptability. New York: Metropolitan School Study Council.
Mort, P. R., & Ross, D. H. (1957). Principles of school administration. New York: 
McGraw-Hill.
Mott, P. (1972). The character of effective organization. New York: Harper and Row.
Murphy, J. (1989). Educational reform in the 1980s: Explaining some surprising 
success. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 11. 209-211.
Murphy, J. (1988). Methodological, measurement and conceptual problems in the 
study of instructional leadership. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 
10(2), 117-139.
Owens, R. G. (1987). Organizational behavior in education (3rd ed.). Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.
National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The 
imperative for educational reform. Washington, DC: Author.
Page, A. L., & Hood, T. C. (1981). Attitude change among teachers in U. S. 
Department of Energy educational workshops. The Journal of Social 
Psychology. 115, 183-188.
Parker, C. A. (1980). The literature on planned organizational change: a review and 
analysis. Higher education. 9, 429-442.
Paul, D. A. (1977). Change processes at the elementary, secondary, and post-secondary 
levels in education. In N. Nash & J. Culbertson (Eds.) Linking processes in 
educational improvement (pp. 7-73). Columbus, Ohio: University Council for 
Educational Administration.
362
Pitner, N. (1988). The study of administrator effects and effectiveness. In N. J. Boyan 
(Ed.). Handbook of Research on Educational Administration, (pp. 99-122). New 
York: Longman.
Punch, K. F., & McAttee, W. A. (1979). Accounting for teachers’ attitudes towards 
change. The Journal of Educational Administration. 27(2). 171-182.
Rallis, S. F. (1990). Teachers and organizational change: Can professionalism
transform schools? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Boston, Massachusetts.
Raymond, J. H. (1979). Teacher receptivity to change and its relationship to perceived 
risk, local-cosmopolitan orientation and dogmatism. (Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Southern California) Dissertation Abstracts International. 3680A.
Richardson, V. (1990). Significant and worthwhile change in teaching practice. 
Educational Researcher. 19(7). 10-18.
Roethlisberger, F. J., & Dickson, W. J. (1939). Management and the worker. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Rogers, E. M. (1962). Diffusion of innovations. New York: Free Press.
Rogers, E. M., & Shoemaker, F. F. (1971). Communication of innovations: A cross- 
cultural approach. New York: Free Press.
Rokeach, M. (1960). The open and closed mind: Investigations into the nature of 
belief systems and personality systems. New York: Basic Books.
Rosenblum, S., & Louis, K. S. (1981). Stability and change: Innovation in an 
educational context. New York: Plenum.
Rossman, G. B., Corbett, D. H., & Firestone, W. A. (1988). Change and effectiveness 
in schools: A cultural perspective. Albany, New York: State University of 
New York Press.
Rowan, B. (1990). Commitment and control: Alternative strategies for the
organizational design of schools. In C. B. Cazden (Ed.), Review of Research in 
Education: Vol. 16. (pp. 353-389). Washington, DC: American Educational 
Research Association.
Rowan, B., Bossert, S. T., & Dwyer, D. C. (1983). Research on effective schools: A 
cautionary note. Educational Researcher. 21. 24-31.
363
Rutherford, W. L. (1981). The interventions and plans principals make when 
facilitating change. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southwest 
Educational Research Association, Dallas, Texas.
Rutherford, W. L. (1988). Distinguishing three change facilitator styles from an 
analysis of principal interventions. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, Louisiana.
Sahakian, W. S. (Ed.) (1968). History of psychology: A source book in systematic 
psychology (pp. 434-441). Itasca, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers.
SAS Institute, Inc. (1985). SAS user’s guide: Statistical applications, version 5 
edition. Cary, NC: SAS Institute.
Scheffe, H. (1953). A method for judging all contrasts in the analysis of variance. 
Biometrika. 40, 87-104.
Schiller, J. M. (1988). The relationships of principal interventions to teacher success 
in implementing computer education. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, Louisiana.
Schon, D. A. (1986). Leadership as reflection-in-action, In T. J. Sergiovanni & J. E. 
Corbally (Eds.) Leadership and organizational culture: New perspectives on 
administrative theory and practice (pp. 36-63). Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press.
Schulz, D. (1976). Theories of personality. Belmont, California: Wadsworth.
Seibel, E. (1986). Principals’ change facilitator style: Its relation to school climate 
and to student achievement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Richmond: 
Virginia Commonwealth University.
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1986). Leadership as cultural expression, In T. J. Sergiovanni & J. 
E. Corbally (Eds.) Leadership and organizational culture: New perspectives on 
administrative theory and practice (pp. 105-114). Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press.
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1987). The principalship: A reflective practice perspective.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Sharan, S., & Hertz-Lazarowitz, R. (1982). Effects of an instructional change program 
on teachers’ behavior, attitudes, and perceptions. The Journal of Applied 
Behavioral Sciences. 18(2). 185-201.
364
Shujaa, M. J. (1990a). Teachers’ responses to planned change: The implications of 
normative framing and perception. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston, Massachusetts.
Shujaa, M. J. (1990b). The keys to invested policy compliance: Understanding the 
influence of teachers’ sacred norms. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Boston, Massachusetts.
Simon, H. A. (1957). Administrative behavior (2nd ed.). New York: Macmillan.
Smith, W. F., & Andrews, R. L. (1989). Instructional leadership: How principals 
make a difference. Alexandria, Virginia: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.
Smylie, M. A., & Denny, J. W. (1990). Teacher leadership: Tensions and ambiguities 
in organizational perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly. 26(3), 235- 
259.
SPSS, Inc. (1988). SPSS’1: User’s guide (3rd ed.). Chicago: SPSS, Inc.
Stem, C., & Keislar, E. R. (1977). Teacher attitudes and attitude change: A research 
review. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 10(2). 63-76.
Strother, D. B. (1989). Peer coaching for teachers: Opening classroom doors. Phi 
Delta Kappan. 70. 824-827.
Sykes, G. (1990). Organizing policy into practice: Reactions to cases. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 12(3). 243-248.
Tannebaum, R., & Schmidt, W. H. (1987). How to choose a leadership pattern. In 
L. E. Boone & D. D. Bowan (Eds.) The great writings in management and 
organizational behavior (2nd ed.) (pp. 261-278). New York: Random House.
Thomas, M. A. (1978). A study of alternatives in American education. Vol. II: The 
role of the principal. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp.
Thornton, R. (1970). Organizational involvement and commitment to organization and 
profession. Administrative Science Quarterly. 15. 417-426.
Timar, T. B. (1989). A theoretical framework for local responses to state policy: 
Implementing Utah’s career ladder program. Educational Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis. 11. 329-341.
365
Tobin, K. (1990). A qualitative study and synthesis of issues and concerns in the
Louisiana Teaching Internship and Statewide Teacher Evaluation P ro g ra m s : 
Learning from pilot program implementation in nine schools. (Tech. Rep. No. 
15). Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, College of Education, Louisiana 
Teaching Internship and Statewide Teacher Evaluation Projects.
Vandenberghe, R. (1988). Development of a questionnaire for assessing principal 
change facilitator style. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, Louisiana.
Waugh, R. F., & Punch, K. F. (1987). Teacher receptivity to systemwide change in the 
implementation stage. Review of Educational Research. 57. 237-254.
Weick, K. (1976). Educational organizations as loosely coupled systems. 
Administrative Science Quarterly. 21. (1) 1-19.
Weick, K. (1982). Administering education in loosely coupled schools. Phi Delta 
Kappan. 63, (10), 673-676.
Weick, K., & McDaniel, R. R. (1989). How professional organizations work: 
Implications for school organizations and management, In T. J. Sergiovanni & 
J. H. Moore (eds.) Schooling for tomorrow: Directing reforms to issues that 
count (pp. 330-355). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Wilensky, H. L. (1964). The professionalization of everyone? American Journal of 
Sociology. 70, 137-158.
Willower, D. J. (1963). Barriers to change in educational organizations. Theory Into 
Practice. 2, 257-263.
Willower, D. J. (1970). Educational change and functional equivalents. Education and 
Urban Society. 2, 385-402.
Wilson, B., and Corbett, H. (1983). Organization and change: The effects of school 
linkages on the quantity of implementation. Educational Administration 
Quarterly. 19(4). 85-104.
Wimpelberg, R. K., Teddlie, C., & Stringfield, S. (1989). Sensitivity to context: The 
past and future of effective schools research. Educational Administration 
Quarterly. 25(1). 82-107.
Zaltman, G., & Duncan, R. (1977). Strategies for planned change. New York: John 
Wiley and Sons.
366
Zander, A. (1962). Resistance to change: Its analysis and prevention. In W. G. 
Bennis, K. D. Benne & R. Chin (Eds.), The planning of change (pp. 543-5481. 
New York: Free Press.
Zimbardo, P. G., Ebbesen, E. B., & Maslach, C. (1977). Influencing attitudes and 
changing behavior: An introduction to method, theory, and applications of social 
control and personal power (2nd ed.). Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-
Wesley.
APPENDIX A:
CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS 
RELATED TO PRINCIPAL CHANGE 
FACILITATOR STYLE
367
368
Conceptual Definitions Related to 
Principal Change Facilitator Style
Three change facilitator styles, Initiator, Manager and Responder, have been 
operationally described by Hall, Rutherford, Hord and Huling (1984):
Initiators have clear, decisive long-range policies and goals that transcend but 
include implementation of the current innovation. They tend to have very strong 
beliefs about what good schools and teaching should be like and work intensely 
to attain this vision. Decisions are made in relations to their goals for the school 
and in terms of what they believe to be best for students, which is based on 
current knowledge of classroom practice. Initiators have strong expectations for 
students, teachers and themselves. They convey and monitor these expectations 
through frequent contacts with teachers and clear explication of how the school 
is to operate and how teachers are to teach. When they feel it is in the best 
interest of their school, particularly the students, Initiators will seek changes in 
district programs or policies or they will reinterpret them to suit the needs of the 
school. Initiators will be adamant but not unkind, they solicit input from staff 
and then decisions are made in terms of the goals of the school, even if some are 
ruffled by their directness and high expectations.
Managers represent a broader range of behaviors. They demonstrate both 
responsive behaviors to situations or people and they also initiate actions in 
support of the change effort. The variations in their behavior seem to be linked
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to their rapport with teachers and central office staff as well as how well they 
understand and buy into a particular change effort. Managers work without 
fanfare to provide basic support to facilitate teachers’ use of an innovation. 
They keep teachers informed about decisions and are sensitive to teacher needs. 
They will defend their teachers from what are perceived as excessive demands. 
When they learn that the central office wants something to happen in their 
school they then become very involved with their teachers in making it happen. 
Yet, they do not typically initiate attempts to move beyond the basics of what 
is imposed.
Responders place heavy emphasis on allowing teachers and others the 
opportunity to take the lead. They believe their primary role is to maintain a 
smooth running school by focusing on traditional administrative tasks, keeping 
teachers content and treating students well. They view teachers as strong 
professionals who are able to carry out their instructional role with little 
guidance. Responders emphasize the personal side of their relationships with 
teachers and others. Before they make decisions they often give everyone an 
opportunity to have input so as to weigh their feelings or to allow others to make 
the decision. A related characteristic is the tendency toward making decisions 
in terms of immediate circumstances rather than in terms of longer range 
instructional school goals. This seems to be due in part to their desire to please 
others and in part to their more limited vision of how their school and staff 
should change in the future (pp.23-24).
Hall and George (1988) and Hall and Vandenberghe (1987) provide an 
measurement framework for identifying principal change facilitator style based upon 
teachers perceptions of the principal’s day-to-day behavior. The Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CSFQ) (Hall & Vandenberghe, 1987) is completed by teachers and 
is used to obtain data according to three dimensions, each measured by a bi-polar pair 
of scales. These are briefly described in Hall and George (1988) as follows:
I. Concern for People
The Concern for People dimension is measured by two bi-polar scales: 
social/informal and formal/meaningful. At the social/informal extreme of this 
bipolar dimension, the principal is involved in discussions with clients (e.g., 
teachers) that are primarily concerned with moment to moment topics and many 
of these topics are unrelated to work. At the formal/meaningful end of the 
dimension, principal discussions are characterized as task-related and focused on 
school priorities, teaching and learning and other substantial issues. While 
personal concerns and feelings are not ignored, they are addressed in personally 
meaningful ways.
II. Organizational Efficiency
Organizational efficiency is the second dimension identified in the CFSQ 
and is measured by the bi-polar scales of administrative efficiency and trust in 
others. In this dimension a principal’s administrative focus is conceptualized as 
being on a continuum that ranges from high "administrative efficiency", 
characterized by clear procedures, available resources and smooth operational
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function, to high" trust in others" that is characterized by casual, informal and 
less consistent articulation of procedures and delegation of tasks, 
m . Strategic Sense
This third dimension of change facilitator style is measured by the two 
bi-polar scales named Dav to Day and Vision and Planning. To varying degrees, 
principals are able to retain an image of long term goals and their relationships 
to daily, weekly and monthly activities. At the dav to dav extreme of this 
dimension, principals are characterized as being highly concerned with the 
present moment and lack the foresight and anticipation of future consequences 
and developments within the organizational context. On the other hand, the 
opposite extreme of the dimension represented by vision and planning is 
indicative of long-term vision that is integrated with how day to day activities 
serve as means to the accomplishment of long term goals and desired ends.
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Each of the instruments in this study has been used with the expressed and 
written permission of the instrument developer(s)/author(s). Copies of these instruments 
have been included in this appendix for the puipose of clarity in interpreting results of 
the study. However, these instruments should not be duplicated or used in future 
investigations without the expressed and written consent of the instrument author(s). 
Interested researchers should directly contact the author(s) cited for a particular 
instrument to secure permission.
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Table B-l
Cross Reference Index of Questionnaire Items 
and Instrument Items
Questionnaire
Item Number Instrument Item Number
Receptivity to Change 1 1
Inventory (RCI) 2 2
3 3
4 4
5 5
6 6
7 7
8 8
9 9
10 10
11 11
12 12
13 13
14 14
15 15
16 16
17 17
18 18
19 19
20 20
21 21
22 22
23 23
24 24
25 25
26 26
27 27
28 28
29 29
30 30
31 31
32 32
33 33
(table continues)
Table B-l (continued)
Questionnaire
Instrument Item Number Instrument Item Number
Receptivity to Change 34 34
Inventory (RCI) 35 35
(continued) 36 36
37 37
38 38
39 39
40 40
41 41
42 42
43 43
44 44
45 45
46 46
47 47
48 48
49 49
50 50
51 51
52 52
53 53
54 54
55 55
56 56
Attitude of Professional 57 1
Autonomy Scale (APA) 58 2
59 3
60 4
61 5
62 6
63 7
64 8
65 9
66 10
67 11
68 12
69 13
(table continues)
Table B-l (continued)
Questionnaire
Instrument Item Number Instrument Item Number
Attitude of Professional 70 14
Autonomy Scale (APA) 71 15
(continued) 72 16
73 17
74 18
75 19
76 20
77 21
78 22
Bureaucratic Orientation 79 1
Scale (BOS) 80 2
81 3
82 4
83 5
84 6
85 7
86 8
87 9
88 10
89 11
90 12
91 13
92 14
93 15
Change Facilitator Style 94 1
Questionnaire (CFSQ) 95 2
96 3
97 4
98 5
99 6
100 7
101 8
102 9
103 10
104 11
(table continues)
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Table B-l (continued)
Questionnaire
Instrument Item Number Instrument Item Number
Change Faciltator Style 105 12
Questionnaire (CFSQ) 106 13
(continued) 107 14
108 15
109 16
110 17
111 18
112 19
113 20
114 21
115 22
116 23
117 24
118 25
119 26
120 27
121 28
122 29
123 30
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Table C-l
Item Location Index for Reconstructed Versions of Subscales/Scales Used in Analyses 
Pertinent to Research Questions
Subscale/Scale Items
Superficial/Behavioral Change Subscale 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 15, 16, 20, 21, 23,
(SBC) (26)“ 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 
39, 40, 41, 44
Cultural/Normative Change Subscale 4, 12, 13, 14, 17, 22, 36, 37, 38, 47, 48,
(CNC) (19) 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56
Interpersonal Autonomy Subscale (IA) 57, 59, 60, 62, 63, 65, 66, 67, 76, 77,
(11) 78
Organizational Autonomy Subscale 
(OA) (6)
68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 75
Bureaucratic Orientation Scale (BOS) 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88,
(15) 89, 90, 91, 92, 93
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102,
(CFSQ) (30) 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 
111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 123
a Number of items on subscale/scale.
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Table C-2
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the RCI
for Teachers in All Schools (n=1921)
Item® Mb SD % Max0
1 3.88 1.19 77.51
2 4.24 0.89 84.87
3 3.77 1.00 75.40
4 2.18 1.35 43.60
5 4.05 1.16 81.00
6 3.37 1.32 67.40
T 2.53 1.29 50.60
8 3.22 1.26 64.40
9d 2.37 1.30 47.40
10d 2.02 1.27 40.40
11 4.25 0.90 85.00
12 2.01 1.26 40.20
13 1.64 1.03 32.80
14 2.12 1.35 42.40
15 2.86 1.48 57.20
16 3.10 1.35 62.00
17 1.92 1.25 38.40
18d 2.89 1.32 57.80
19d 3.56 1.35 71.20
20 4.H 1.14 82.20
21 4.33 0.84 86.60
22 1.64 1.02 32.80
23 3.40 1.28 68.00
24 3.51 1.33 70.20
25 3.46 1.23 69.20
(table continues)
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Table C-2 (continued)
Item* M b S.D. % M axc
26 4.35 0.97 87.00
27 3.00 1.38 60.00
28d 3.03 1.29 60.60
29 3.23 1.24 64.60
30 3.90 1.08 78.00
31 3.94 1.19 78.80
32d 3.64 1.34 72.80
33 3.86 1.06 77.20
34 3.94 1.09 78.80
35 3.68 1.21 73.60
36 2.61 1.35 52.20
37 2.56 1.38 51.20
38 2.58 1.44 51.60
39 3.67 1.13 73.40
40 3.93 1.03 78.60
41 3.50 1.30 70.00
42d 3.05 1.34 61.00
43 3.85 1.24 77.00
44 4.01 1.14 80.20
45d 3.03 1.49 60.60
46d 2.99 1.55 59.80
47 2.29 1.35 45.80
48 1.65 0.98 33.00
49 2.29 1.43 45.80
50 1.65 1.00 33.00
(table continues)
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Table C-2 (continued)
Item* Mb S.D. % Maxc
51 2.35 1.33 47.00
52 1.98 1.14 39.60
53 1.62 0.99 32.40
54 2.31 1.37 46.20
55 1.55 1.02 31.00
56 1.48 0.91 29.60
Total
Instrument 166.68 27.51 59.53
* All RCI items have been reverse-scored for the purpose of clarity in inteipreting 
statistical analyses.
b Item scores on the RCI range from 1 (total rejection) to 5 (total acceptance). High 
scores reflect greater positive receptivity to change among teachers. 
c Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the item mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the item. All RCI items have a maximum possible score 
of five (5).
d Item not retained on the final, reconstructed 45-item RCI.
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Table C-3
Summary of Descritpive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the RCI for
Teachers by School Level (n=1921)
Elementary Middle Secondary
Item* M b SD
%c
M ax M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
l 4.07 1.12 81.408 3.71 1.25 74.20 3.68 1.22 73.60
2 4.21 0.85 4.20 4.24 0.94 84.80 4.30 0.92 86.00
3 3.71 1.02 74.20 3.91 0.95 78.20 3.79 1.00 75.80
4 2.07 1.30 41.40 2.32 1.43 46.40 2.26 1.37 45.20
5 3.92 1.18 78.40 4.13 1.17 82.60 4.20 1.10 84.00
6 3.36 1.34 67.20 3.34 1.37 66.80 3.42 1.25 68.40
7d 2.40 1.27 48.00 2.66 1.27 53.20 2.65 1.31 53.00
8 3.19 1.29 63.80 3.41 1.16 68.20 3.13 1.27 62.60
gd 2.19 1.26 43.80 2.55 1.33 51.00 2.52 1.32 50.40
IV 3 1.91 1.21 38.20 2.17 1.35 43.40 2.10 1.28 42.00
11 4.20 0.94 84.00 4.36 0.83 87.20 4.28 0.88 85.60
12 1.89 1.19 37.80 2.09 1.31 41.80 2.14 1.30 42.80
13 1.56 0.98 31.20 1.64 1.02 32.80 1.75 1.10 35.00
14 2.07 1.32 41.40 2.19 1.36 43.80 2.14 1.37 42.80
15 2.72 1.41 54.40 2.91 1.52 58.20 3.04 1.52 60.80
16 3.13 1.35 62.60 3.10 1.35 62.00 3.06 1.35 61.20
17 1.96 1.26 39.20 1.90 1.23 38.00 1.87 1.25 37.40
18d 2.88 1.35 57.60 2.91 1.34 58.20 2.88 1.28 57.60
19d 3.35 1.41 67.00 3.70 1.30 74.00 3.80 1.23 76.00
20 4.21 1.11 84.20 3.99 1.19 79.80 4.03 1.13 80.60
21 4.35 0.81 87.00 4.31 0.83 86.20 4.31 0.88 86.20
22 1.64 1.03 32.80 1.69 1.06 33.80 1.61 0.96 32.20
23 3.41 1.24 68.20 3.42 1.29 68.40 3.35 1.32 67.00
24 3.57 1.32 71.40 3.56 1.30 71.20 3.37 1.36 67.40
25 3.50 1.20 70.00 3.50 1.23 70.00 3.37 1.26 67.40
26 4.38 0.96 87.60 4.45 0.88 89.00 4.25 1.02 85.00
27 3.14 1.40 62.80 3.03 1.33 60.60 2.78 1.35 55.60
28d 3.03 1.31 60.60 3.20 1.26 64.00 2.93 1.27 58.60
29 3.30 1.23 66.00 3.31 1.22 66.20 3.05 1.26 61.00
30 3.93 1.08 78.60 3.99 1.02 79.80 3.78 1.12 75.60
(table continues)
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Table C-3 (continued)
Elem entary M iddle Secondary
Item® M b SD
%c
M ax M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
31 4.07 1.16 81.40 3.80 1.20 76.00 3.84 1.20 76.80
32" 3.53 1.39 70.60 3.79 1.27 75.80 3.72 1.29 74.40
33 3.92 1.02 78.40 3.89 1.09 77.80 3.75 1.09 75.00
34 3.89 1.12 77.80 4.07 1.01 81.40 3.93 1.10 78.60
35 3.66 1.21 73.20 3.82 1.17 76.40 3.64 1.21 72.80
36 2.69 1.36 53.80 2.61 1.32 52.20 2.50 1.35 50.00
37 2.65 1.42 53.00 2.56 1.40 51.20 2.41 1.31 48.20
38 2.51 1.41 50.20 2.65 1.47 53.00 2.63 1.46 52.60
39 3.73 1.10 74.60 3.77 1.07 75.40 3.51 1.18 70.20
40 3.96 1.01 79.20 4.05 0.93 81.00 3.79 1.11 75.80
41 3.67 1.26 73.40 3.50 1.31 70.00 3.25 1.33 65.00
42d 3.15 1.33 63.00 3.15 1.32 63.00 2.83 1.33 56.60
43 3.91 1.22 78.20 3.98 1.21 79.60 3.65 1.27 73.00
44 4.01 1.50 80.20 4.07 1.09 81.40 3.96 1.16 79.20
45d 2.98 1.48 59.60 3.15 1.51 63.00 3.04 1.47 60.80
46d 2.98 1.55 59.60 3.08 1.56 61.60 2.94 1.54 58.80
47 2.30 1.36 46.00 2.34 1.36 46.80 2.23 1.34 44.60
48 1.51 0.90 30.20 1.76 1.01 35.20 1.78 1.06 35.60
49 2.24 1.43 44.80 2.42 1.41 48.40 2.28 1.42 45.60
50 1.57 0.95 31.40 1.76 1.03 35.20 1.71 1.03 34.20
51 2.30 1.31 46.00 2.40 1.32 48.00 2.41 1.36 48.20
52 2.09 1.17 41.80 2.03 1.17 40.60 1.76 1.06 35.20
53 1.59 0.93 31.80 1.70 1.07 34.00 1.62 1.02 38.40
54 2.25 1.36 45.00 2.47 1.41 49.40 2.30 1.37 46.00
55 1.56 1.04 31.20 1.62 1.06 32.40 1.48 0.94 29.60
56 1.38 0.84 27.60 1.57 0.91 31.40 1.59 0.98 31.80
Total
Instrument
166.05 27.12 59.30 170.69 27.09 60.96 165.01 28.18 58.93
‘ All RCI items have been reverse-scored for the purpose of clarity in interpreting results 
of statistical analyses.
b Item scores range from a low of 1 to a high of 5. High scores reflect greater positive 
receptivity to change among teachers.
c Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the item mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the item. All RCI items have a maximum possible score 
of five (5).
dItem not retained on the final, reconstructed 45-item RCI.
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Table C-4
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the RCI for
Principals in All Schools (n=87)
Item1 M SD % Max
1 3.35 1.23 67.00
2 4.04 1.00 80.80
3 3.65 1.25 73.00
4 2.67 1.32 53.40
5 3.99 1.20 79.80
6 3.62 1.25 72.40
T 2.06 1.14 41.20
8 2.80 1.43 56.00
9b 2.30 1.32 46.00
10b 2.60 1.41 52.00
11 4.22 1.00 84.40
12 2.55 1.46 51.00
13 1.95 1.22 39.00
14 2.33 1.44 46.60
15 3.13 1.59 62.60
16 3.71 1.33 74.20
17 2.11 1.46 42.20
18b 2.83 1.34 56.60
19b 2.95 1.42 59.00
20 3.96 1.06 79.20
21 4.35 0.82 87.00
22 1.65 0.95 33.00
23 3.81 1.17 76.20
24 3.81 1.24 76.20
25 4.08 0.93 81.60
26 4.45 0.81 89.00
27 3.28 1.48 65.60
28b 3.14 1.33 62.80
29 3.37 1.29 67.40
30 4.24 0.84 84.80
(table continues)
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Table C-4 (continued)
Item* M SD % Max
31 4.24 1.02 84.80
32b 3.04 1.46 60.80
33 4.33 0.99 86.60
34 4.30 0.86 86.00
35 3.61 1.29 72.20
36 2.86 1.43 57.20
37 2.61 1.40 52.20
38 2.60 1.50 52.00
39 3.92 1.08 78.40
40 3.61 1.32 72.20
41 4.02 1.22 80.40
42b 3.86 1.03 77.20
43b 3.90 1.23 78.00
44 4.35 0.94 87.00
45b 3.37 1.46 67.40
46b 2.97 1.52 59.40
47 2.71 1.47 54.20
48 1.67 1.11 33.40
49 2.55 1.44 51.00
50 1.70 1.07 34.00
51 2.09 1.39 41.80
52 2.21 1.37 44.20
53 1.51 0.88 30.20
54 2.38 1.40 47.60
55 1.76 1.19 35.20
56 1.52 1.02 30.40
Total Instrument 169.98 35.61 60.71
• A ll RCI item s have been reverse-scored for the purpose o f  clarity in interpreting 
statistical analyses.
b Item not retained on the final, reconstructed 45 item RCI.
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Table C-5
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the RCI for
Principals by School Level
Elementary6 Middle Secondary
Item8 M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
l 3.38 1.17 67.60 3.25 1.34 65.00 3.33 1.32 66.60
2 3.85 1.10 77.00 4.31 0.87 86.20 4.24 0.77 84.80
3 3.46 1.30 69.20 4.00 1.12 80.00 3.80 1.20 76.00
4 2.40 1.30 48.00 3.30 1.21 66.00 2.80 1.32 56.00
5 3.75 1.30 75.00 4.25 1.18 85.00 4.35 0.81 87.00
6 3.51 1.30 70.20 3.59 1.46 71.80 3.90 0.94 78.00
T 1.98 1.12 39.60 2.18 1.24 43.60 2.14 1.15 42.80
8 2.83 1.43 56.60 2.76 1.64 55.20 2.76 1.30 55.20
9C 2.23 1.24 44.60 2.24 1.44 44.80 2.52 1.44 50.40
10c 2.31 1.27 46.20 2.94 1.60 58.80 3.00 1.45 60.00
11 4.10 1.02 82.00 4.24 1.20 84.80 4.48 0.75 89.60
12 2.50 1.41 50.00 3.06 1.56 61.20 2.24 1.45 44.80
13 1.69 0.97 33.80 2.59 1.46 51.80 2.05 1.36 41.00
14 2.32 1.49 46.40 2.76 1.48 55.20 2.00 1.26 40.00
15 2.88 1.61 57.60 3.53 1.62 70.60 3.38 1.47 67.60
16 3.60 1.42 72.00 3.76 1.30 75.20 3.90 1.18 78.00
17 2.13 1.54 42.60 2.35 1.41 47.00 1.86 1.35 37.20
18° 2.87 1.42 57.40 2.59 1.18 51.80 2.95 1.32 59.00
19c 2.70 1.40 54.00 3.35 1.41 67.00 3.20 1.44 64.00
20 4.15 0.88 83.00 3.53 1.12 70.60 3.90 1.29 60.00
21 4.32 0.84 86.40 4.41 0.80 88.20 4.37 0.83 87.40
22 1.62 0.97 32.40 1.71 0.92 34.20 1.70 0.98 34.00
23 3.83 1.13 76.60 3.82 1.19 76.40 3.75 1.29 75.00
24 4.04 1.02 80.80 3.65 1.37 73.00 3.40 1.50 68.00
25 3.96 1.04 79.20 4.29 0.85 85.80 4.20 0.70 84.00
26 4.47 0.83 89.40 4.47 0.62 89.40 4.40 0.94 88.00
27 3.41 1.53 68.20 3.59 1.23 71.80 2.70 1.49 54.00
28c 3.19 1.23 63.80 3.18 1.47 63.60 3.00 1.49 60.00
29 3.49 1.20 69.80 3.65 1.22 73.00 2.85 1.46 57.00
30 4.19 0.90 83.80 4.29 0.77 85.80 4.30 0.80 86.00
(table continues)
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Table C-5 (continued)
Elem entary b M iddle Secondary
Item 8 M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
31 4.15 0.99 83.00 4.29 1.16 85.80 4.40 0.99 88.00
32 2.85 1.41 57.00 3.12 1.65 62.40 3.40 1.39 68.00
33 4.34 1.01 86.80 4.24 1.15 84.80 4.40 0.82 88.00
34 4.35 0.67 87.00 4.24 1.03 84.80 4.26 1.10 85.20
35 3.60 1.31 72.00 3.47 1.37 69.40 3.75 1.21 75.00
36 2.80 1.49 56.00 3.24 1.39 64.80 2.65 1.35 53.00
37 2.74 1.37 54.80 2.41 1.42 48.20 2.45 1.47 49.00
38 2.45 1.38 49.00 2.88 1.69 57.60 2.70 1.63 54.00
39 4.04 1.06 80.80 3.88 0.86 77.60 3.65 1.27 73.00
40 3.64 1.33 72.80 3.53 1.28 70.60 3.60 1.40 72.00
41 4.38 0.95 87.60 3.65 1.50 73.00 3.50 1.32 70.00
42c 3.85 1.03 77.00 4.12 1.05 82.40 3.67 1.02 73.40
43c 3.89 1.20 77.80 4.35 1.32 87.00 3.55 1.15 71.00
44 4.40 0.82 88.00 4.47 1.18 89.40 4.14 1.01 82.80
45c 3.13 1.44 62.60 3.59 1.59 71.80 3.76 1.37 75.20
46° 2.81 1.58 56.20 3.18 1.42 63.60 3.14 1.49 62.80
47 2.46 1.38 49.20 2.94 1.43 58.80 3.10 1.64 62.00
48 1.42 0.85 28.40 2.06 1.60 41.20 1.95 1.07 39.00
49 2.44 1.40 48.80 2.76 1.56 55.20 2.64 1.50 52.80
50 1.54 0.90 30.80 2.00 1.50 40.00 1.82 1.01 36.40
51 2.04 1.22 40.80 2.00 1.62 40.00 2.29 1.59 45.80
52 2.33 1.36 46.60 2.12 1.58 42.40 2.00 1.23 40.00
53 1.63 1.02 32.60 1.29 0.47 25.80 1.43 0.75 28.60
54 2.19 1.30 43.80 2.35 1.58 47.00 2.86 1.42 57.20
55 1.71 1.17 34.20 1.82 1.29 36.40 1.81 1.21 36.20
56 1.35 0.73 27.00 1.88 1.41 37.60 1.59 1.18 31.80
Total
Instrument
169.04 29.48 60.37 180.82 29.18 64.58 163.64• 49.60 58.44
a All RCI items have been reverse-scored. 
b Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals 
c Items not retained on the final, reconstructed 45-item RCI.
407
Table C-6
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Reconstructed Subscales of the RCI for Teachers 
in All Schools and by School Level (n=1921)
Subscale M SD % Max*
Superfical/
Behavioral
Change(26)b
All 78.69 12.11 60.53
Elementary 78.97 11.75 60.75
Middle 79.50 12.30 61.15
Secondary 77.71 12.50 59.78
Cultural/ 
Normative 
Change (19)
All 38.12 10.86 40.13
Elementary 37.52 10.45 39.49
Middle 39.52 11.24 41.60
Secondary 38.12 11.17 40.13
• Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale (e.g. 78.69/130.0 = 60.53% or 38.12/95.0 = 
40.13%).
b Number of items on the subscale.
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Table C-7
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Reconstructed Subscales of the RCI for 
Principals in All Schools and by School Level (n=87)
Subscale M SD % Max8
Superfical/
Behavioral
Change(26)b
All 79.69 14.04 61.30
Elementary 79.38 13.75 61.06
Middle 80.88 13.98 62.22
Secondary 79.43 15.36 61.10
Cultural/ 
Normative 
Change (19)
All 40.70 12.33 42.84
Elementary 39.40 9.99 41.47
Middle 45.53 14.43 47.93
Secondary 39.82 14.74 41.92
a Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale (e.g. 79.69/130 = 61.30% or 40.70/95.0 = 
42.84%).
b Number of items on the subscale.
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Table C-8
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the APA for
Teachers in All Schools (n=1921)
tern M* SD % Maxb
1° 6.96 1.31 87.00
2d 5.76 1.82 72.00
3C 7.09 1.36 88.63
4C 6.13 1.60 76.63
5d 4.91 1.84 61.38
6° 3.80 1.80 47.50
T 5.31 1.79 66.38
gCd 4.19 1.85 52.38
9° 7.02 1.23 87.75
10c 6.70 1.24 83.75
l l c 4.53 1.87 56.63
12 4.27 1.97 53.38
13 5.35 1.73 66.88
14 6.03 1.69 75.38
15 4.69 2.09 58.63
16“* 2.95 1.80 36.88
17 4.88 1.96 61.00
(table continues)
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Table C-8 (continued)
Item M“ SD % Maxb
18“* 4.00 1.86 50.00
19 4.38 1.91 54.75
20c 4.69 1.75 58.63
21“ 6.30 1.54 78.75
22 6.23 1.64 77.88
Total 109.83 19.62 62.40
“Item scores range for 1-8. Higher scores represent greater degrees of professional 
orientation.
b Percentage of maximum is the mean item score divided by the maximum possible 
score for the item (e.g., 6.96/8.00 = 87.00%).
“Item has been reverse-scored.
d Item not retained on the final, reconstructed 17-item APA.
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Table C-9
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the APA for
Teachers by School Level
Item
Elementary* Middle Secondary
M SD
%
Maxb M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
lc 7.00 1.27 87.50 6.93 1.44 86.63 6.91 1.28 86.38
2d 5.92 1.74 74.00 5.75 1.81 71.88 5.52 1.91 69.00
3= 7.00 1.40 87.50 7.18 1.37 89.75 7.15 1.26 89.38
4= 6.04 1.67 75.50 6.32 1.56 79.00 6.12 1.50 76.50
5d 5.01 1.81 62.63 4.81 1.87 60.13 4.80 1.85 60.00
6= 3.88 1.80 48.50 3.73 1.85 46.63 3.73 1.77 46.63
T 5.20 1.77 65.00 5.48 1.82 68.50 5.36 1.79 67.00
8«i 4.05 1.85 50.63 4.29 1.90 53.63 4.35 1.81 54.38
9C 7.01 1.24 87.63 7.06 1.30 88.25 7.00 1.16 87.50
10= 6.71 1.22 83.88 6.83 1.27 85.38 6.60 1.25 82.50
l l c 4.53 1.84 56.63 4.52 1.94 56.50 4.52 1.88 56.50
12 4.34 1.94 54.25 4.28 2.05 53.50 4.16 1.96 52.00
13 5.38 1.72 67.25 5.27 1.74 65.88 5.35 1.75 66.88
14 6.09 1.70 76.13 6.05 1.64 75.63 5.91 1.71 73.88
15 4.68 2.05 58.50 4.57 2.23 57.13 4.81 2.06 60.13
16“* 2.93 1.79 36.63 2.86 1.74 35.75 3.03 1.86 37.88
17 4.85 1.97 60.63 4.88 2.01 61.00 4.93 1.91 61.63
18“* 4.09 1.86 51.13 3.85 1.85 48.13 3.95 1.88 49.38
19 4.44 1.92 55.50 4.23 1.90 52.88 4.37 1.90 54.63
20= 4.65 1.74 58.13 4.71 1.83 58.88 4.73 1.73 59.13
21c 6.22 1.53 77.50 6.41 1.54 80.13 6.32 1.55 79.00
22 6.18 1.64 77.25 6.37 1.69 79.63 6.20 1.61 77.50
Total 109.77 20.06 62.37 111.66 18.16 63.44 108.72 19.79 61.77
Instrument
a Elementary = 935 teachers 
Middle = 392 teachers 
Secondary = 594 teachers 
b % Max = Percentage of maximum possible score is computed by dividing the item 
mean score by the maximum possible score for the item. The maximum possible score 
for each APA item is eight (8). 
c Item has been reverse-scored.
d Item not retained on the final reconstructed 17-item APA.
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Table C-10
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the APA for Teachers in All Schools
(n=1921)
Subscale M8 SD % Maxb
Autonomy from 
Client ( l l ) c
58.57 11.93 66.56
Autonomy from
Employing
Organization
(ID
51.77 11.08 58.83
• The maximum possible score for each subscale is 88. Higher scores represent greater 
degrees of professional orientation among teachers.
b Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the mean subscale score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale. Both APA subscales a maximum possible 
score of 88. For example 58.57/88.0 = 66.56%. 
c Number of items on the subscales.
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Table C -ll
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the APA for Teachers by School
Level
Elementary Middle Secondary
Subscale
Mb SD
%
Maxc M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
Autonomy 
from Client 
(11)“
58.46 12.23 66.43 59.94 11.68 68.11 57.82 11.54 65.70
Autonomy
from
Employing
Organization
(ID
51.66 11.45 58.70 51.87 11.14 58.94 51.88 10.43 58.95
* Elementary=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers 
b The maximum possible score for each subscale is 88. Higher scores represent greater 
degrees of professional orientation among teachers.
c Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the mean subscale 
score by the maximum possible score for the subscale. Both APA subscales have a 
maximum possible score of 88. For example, 58.46/88.00 - 66.43%. 
d Number of items on the subscale.
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Table C-12
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the APA for
Principals in all Schools (n=87)
Item Ma SD % Maxb
lc 6.54 1.55 81.75
2d 2.66 1.44 33.25
3C 6.67 1.47 83.38
4° 6.10 1.56 76.25
5d 3.21 1.47 40.13
6C 2.93 1.65 36.63
T 4.72 1.73 59.00
8cd 3.45 1.82 43.13
9C 7.05 1.29 88.13
10c 6.05 1.35 75.63
l l c 3.16 1.71 39.50
12 5.13 1.95 64.13
13 4.97 1.68 62.13
14 6.30 1.52 78.75
15 4.60 2.12 57.50
16cd 1.67 1.37 20.88
17 3.79 1.93 47.38
(table continues")
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Table C-12 (continued)
Item M* SD % Maxb
Igcd 4.15 1.91 51.88
19 3.83 1.90 47.88
20c 4.49 1.83 56.13
21° 6.19 1.79 77.38
22 5.95 1.83 74.38
“Minimum possible score is 1.00 and maximum possible score is 8.00. Higher scores 
reflect higher degrees of professional orientation among principals. 
bPercentage of maximum possible score is computed by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. The maximum possible score for each 
APA item is eight (8).
Item  has been reverse-scored.
dItem not retained on the final reconstructed 17-item APA.
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Table C-13
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the APA for
Principals by School Level
Elementary* Middle Secondary
Item
M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
l* 6.35 1.64 79.38 6.88 1.50 86.00 6.68 1.39 83.50
2** 2.68 1.67 33.50 2.71 0.99 33.88 2.57 1.25 32.13
3* 6.52 1.54 81.50 7.06 1.25 88.25 6.71 1.45 83.88
4* 6.08 1.47 76.00 6.06 1.82 75.75 6.19 1.60 77.38
5** 3.32 1.46 41.50 3.00 1.41 37.50 3.14 1.56 39.25
6* 3.00 1.69 37.50 3.12 2.03 39.00 2.62 1.20 32.75
7* 4.75 1.66 59.38 5.35 1.41 66.88 4.10 2.00 51.25
g* ** 3.60 1.78 45.00 3.00 1.97 37.50 3.48 1.81 43.50
g* 6.90 1.37 86.25 6.88 1.50 86.00 7.55 0.69 94.38
10* 5.96 1.35 74.50 5.76 1.56 72.00 6.48 1.12 81.00
11* 3.25 1.60 40.63 2.71 1.96 33.88 3.35 1.76 41.88
12 5.08 1.88 63.50 5.65 1.69 70.63 4.82 2.28 60.25
13 4.69 1.65 58.63 5.65 1.66 70.63 5.05 1.66 63.13
14 6.17 1.42 77.13 6.65 1.84 83.13 6.33 1.49 79.13
15 4.69 2.21 58.63 4.76 1.79 59.50 4.29 2.19 53.63
16* ** 1.58 1.23 19.75 1.94 1.78 24.25 1.65 1.31 60.60
17 3.81 1.92 47.63 3.65 2.18 45.63 3.85 1.84 48.13
18* ** 4.29 2.14 53.63 3.82 1.38 47.75 4.10 1.76 51.25
19 3.94 1.94 49.25 3.82 1.88 47.75 3.57 1.89 44.63
20* 4.50 1.85 56.25 5.12 1.83 64.00 3.95 1.70 49.38
21* 6.38 1.66 79.75 6.12 2.06 76.50 5.81 1.86 72.63
22 5.77 1.86 72.13 6.18 1.70 77.25 6.19 1.91 77.38
Total
Instrument
102.90 11.79 58.47 105.71 12.06 60.06 97.23 22.36 55.24
* Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals 
bItem has been reverse-scored.
Ttem not retained on the final reconstructed 17-item APA.
Table C-14
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the APA for Principals in all Schools
(n=87)
Subscale Ma SD % Maxb
Autonomy from 
Client ( l l ) c
51.70 9.89 58.75
Autonomy from 
Employing 
Organization 
(11)
50.31 9.68 57.17
8 The maximum possible score for each subscale is 88. Higher scores represent greater 
degrees of professional orientation among principals.
b Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the mean subscale score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale. Both APA subscales a maximum possible 
score of 88. For example 58.70/88.0 = 58.75%. 
c Number of items on the subscales.
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Table C-15
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the APA for Principals by School
Level (n=87)
Elementary" Middle Secondary
Subscale
Mb SD
%
Max0 M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
Autonomy 
from Client 
(H )d
52.21 8.93 59.33 52.35 9.10 59.49 50.09 12.47 56.92
Autonomy
from
Employing
Organization
(11)
50.69 8.18 57.60 53.35 8.82 60.63 47.14 12.50 53.57
• Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals 
b The maximum possible score for each subscale is 88. Higher scores represent greater 
degrees of professional orientation among principals.
c Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the mean subscale score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale. Both APA subscales have a maximum 
possible score of 88. For example, 52.21/88.00 = 59.33%  
d Number of items on the subscale.
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Table C-16
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Reconstructed Subscales of the APA for Teachers
in All Schools and by School Level (n=1921)
Subscale M SD % Max'1
Interpersonal
Autonomy
(H )b
All 61.49 11.51 69.88
Elementary® 61.17 11.55 69.51
Middle 62.97 11.10 71.56
Secondary 60.98 11.66 69.30
Organizational 
Autonomy (6)
All 28.42 8.07 79.42
Elementary 28.47 8.29 59.31
Middle 28.50 7.76 59.38
Secondary 28.30 7.95 58.96
a Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale (e.g. 61.49/88.0 = 69.88% or 38.12/48.0 = 
79.42%).
b Number of items on the subscale. 
c Elementary=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers
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Table C-17
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Reconstructed Subscales of the APA for Principals
in All Schools and by School Level (n=87)
Subscale M SD % Max*
Interpersonal 
Autonomy ( l l )b
All 58.95 11.00 66.99
Elementary0 59.33 9.79 67.42
Middle 61.24 10.59 69.59
Secondary 56.36 13.57 64.05
Organizational 
Autonomy (6)
All 28.25 6.91 58.85
Elementary 28.29 6.68 58.94
Middle 30.18 6.76 62.88
Secondary 26.68 7.43 55.58
* Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the subscale mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the subscale (e.g. 58.95/88.0 = 66.99% or 28.25/48.0 = 
58.85%).
b Number of items on the subscale. 
c Elementary=48 principals 
Middle-17 principals 
Secondary=22 principals
421
Table C-18
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the BOS for
Teachers in All Schools (n=1921)
Item* Ma SD % Maxb
1 5.80 1.71 72.50
2 6.02 1.83 75.25
3 5.93 1.67 74.13
4 4.81 1.79 60.13
5 6.05 1.72 75.63
6 4.80 1.97 60.00
7 6.83 1.30 85.38
8 3.97 1.86 49.63
9 5.27 1.99 65.88
10 5.15 1.72 64.38
11 6.99 1.21 87.38
12 5.25 2.09 65.63
13 3.95 2.12 49.38
14 4.36 2.12 54.50
15 4.26 1.93 53.25
Total 76.46 16.95 63.71
“All BOS items have been reverse-scored.
bItem scores on the BOS range from 1-8. Higher scores reflect greater degrees of 
bureaucratic orientation among teachers.
‘Percentage of the maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean 
score by the maximum possible score for the item (e.g., 5.80/8.00 =72.50%).
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Table C-19
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the BOS for
Teachers by School Level
Elementarya Middle Secondary
Item M SD
%
Max’5 M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
l 5.83 1.67 72.88 5.80 1.77 72.50 5.75 1.74 71.88
2 5.86 1.89 73.25 6.19 1.81 77.38 6.16 1.74 77.00
3 5.87 1.69 73.38 5.96 1.64 74.50 6.03 1.67 75.38
4 4.75 1.79 59.38 4.82 1.82 60.25 4.89 1.79 61.13
5 5.98 1.73 74.75 6.09 1.76 76.13 6.15 1.66 76.88
6 4.99 1.93 62.38 4.52 1.98 56.50 4.68 1.98 58.50
7 6.74 1.29 84.25 6.95 1.27 86.88 6.88 1.32 86.00
8 3.92 1.79 49.00 3.95 1.92 49.38 4.07 1.92 50.88
9 5.32 1.95 66.50 5.38 2.03 67.25 5.11 2.03 63.88
10 5.10 1.72 63.75 5.24 1.71 65.50 5.18 1.73 64.75
11 6.92 1.24 86.50 7.19 1.01 89.88 6.96 1.25 87.00
12 5.22 2.09 65.25 5.32 2.11 66.50 5.25 2.08 65.63
13 3.91 2.12 48.88 3.70 2.08 46.25 4.17 2.12 52.13
14 4.41 2.11 55.13 4.35 2.10 54.38 4.28 2.13 53.50
15 4.33 1.93 54.13 4.20 2.00 52.50 4.18 1.89 52.25
Total
Instrument
75.97 17.63 63.31 76.30 16.34 63.58 77.35 16.21 64.46
a All BOS items have been reverse-scored. 
b Elementaiy=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers 
c Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. The maximum possible score for each 
BOS item is eight (8).
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Table C-20
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the BOS
for Principals in all Schools (n=87)
Item8 M SD % Max
1 5.49 1.82 68.63
2 6.59 1.37 82.38
3 6.24 1.45 78.00
4 5.09 1.83 63.63
5 6.64 1.63 83.00
6 4.92 1.77 61.50
7 6.76 1.40 84.50
8 3.93 1.81 49.13
9 5.22 1.96 65.25
10 5.52 1.71 69.00
11 7.16 1.07 89.50
12 5.81 1.81 72.63
13 3.92 2.04 49.00
14 5.05 2.06 63.13
15 5.14 2.00 64.25
Total 102.01 15.26 57.96
Instrument
“All BOS items have been reverse-scored.
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Table C-21
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the BOS for
Principals by School Level
Elem entaryb M iddle Secondary
Item® M SD
%
M axc M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
1 5.50 1.83 68.75 5.19 2.01 64.88 5.71 1.68 71.38
2 6.40 1.54 80.00 6.82 1.07 85.25 6.85 1.09 85.63
3 6.45 1.27 80.63 5.44 1.75 68.00 6.38 1.47 79.75
4 5.00 1.99 62.50 4.65 1.58 58.13 5.70 1.53 71.25
5 6.63 1.79 82.88 6.88 1.41 86.00 6.50 1.40 81.25
6 5.15 1.85 64.38 4.76 1.20 59.50 4.52 1.97 56.50
7 6.63 1.38 82.88 6.88 1.32 86.00 6.95 1.53 86.88
8 3.59 1.65 44.88 4.38 2.03 54.75 4.33 1.91 54.13
9 5.13 2.01 64.13 5.88 1.62 73.50 4.90 2.07 61.25
10 5.38 1.79 67.25 5.63 1.67 70.38 5.76 1.58 72.00
11 7.15 1.01 89.38 6.82 1.42 85.25 7.48 0.81 93.50
12 6.06 1.70 75.75 5.57 1.79 69.63 5.43 2.06 67.88
13 3.70 2.05 46.25 4.18 2.04 52.25 4.19 2.06 52.38
14 4.89 2.23 61.13 5.12 1.76 64.00 5.33 1.93 66.63
15 5.13 2.04 64.13 5.35 2.06 66.88 5.00 1.95 62.50
Total
Instrument
82.07 13.70 68.39 81.59 12.08 67.99 84.14 14.22 70.12
a All BOS items have been reverse-scored. 
b Elementary=48 principals 
Middle=17 principals 
Secondary=22 principals 
c Percentage of maximum possible socre is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. The maximum possible score for each 
BOS item is eight (8).
425
Table C-22
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item of the CFSQ for Teachers in all
Schools (n=1921)
Item M“ SD % Maxb
1 5.30 0.94 88.33
2 5.06 1.06 84.33
3 4.85 1.21 80.83
4 4.86 1.18 81.00
5 2.47 1.42 41.17
6 4.53 1.28 75.50
7 2.86 1.47 47.67
8 4.79 \ 1.22 79.83
9 4.86 1.19 81.00
10 3.06 1.50 51.00
11 4.28 1.36 71.33
12 4.22 1.37 70.33
13 2.91 1.60 48.50
14 4.87 1.24 81.17
15 5.10 1.24 85.00
16 2.41 1.46 40.17
17 5.12 1.20 85.33
18 4.74 1.24 79.00
(table continues)
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Table C-22 (continued)
Item Ma SD % Maxb
19 4.01 1.44 66.83
20 4.98 1.20 83.00
21 2.13 1.37 35.50
22 4.74 1.31 79.00
23 2.33 1.57 38.83
24 3.77 1.44 62.83
25 2.98 1.53 49.67
26 4.68 1.22 78.00
27 2.63 1.53 43.83
28 2.76 1.45 46.00
29 4.95 1.25 82.50
30 4.97 1.26 82.83
a Items scores on the CFSQ range from 1 (never or not true) to 6 (always or very true). 
High scores represent greater degrees of corresponding perceived principal behavior. 
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. All items on the CFSQ have a maximum 
possible score of six (6).
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Table C-23
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the CFSQ for
Teachers by School Level
Item
Elementary* M iddle Secondary
M SD
%
M axb M SD
%
M ax M SD
%
M ax
1 5.43 0.86 90.50 5.19 0.99 86.50 5.16 1.00 86.00
2 5.24 0.97 87.33 5.08 0.98 84.67 4.77 1.20 79.50
3 4.99 1.15 83.17 4.69 1.26 78.17 4.74 1.24 79.00
4 5.01 1.15 83.50 4.68 1.22 78.00 4.74 1.18 79.00
5 2.37 1.40 39.50 2.63 1.50 43.83 2.53 1.39 42.17
6 4.66 1.22 77.67 4.46 1.27 74.33 4.35 1.35 72.50
7 2.72 1.46 45.33 3.07 1.48 51.17 2.96 1.45 49.33
8 4.93 1.17 82.17 4.62 1.29 77.00 4.68 1.22 78.00
9 4.93 1.22 82.17 4.90 1.10 81.67 4.73 1.20 78.83
10 2.97 1.53 49.50 3.23 1.48 53.83 3.11 1.46 51.83
11 4.51 1.32 75.17 4.08 1.35 68.00 4.05 1.37 67.50
12 4.31 1.39 71.83 4.19 1.34 69.83 4.07 1.36 67.83
13 2.76 1.61 46.00 3.01 1.61 50.17 3.09 1.56 51.50
14 4.94 1.22 82.33 4.75 1.32 79.17 4.82 1.21 80.33
15 5.22 1.17 87.00 4.97 1.30 82.83 4.99 1.30 83.17
16 2.25 1.41 37.50 2.53 1.50 42.17 2.61 1.50 43.50
17 5.18 1.19 86.33 5.02 1.22 83.67 5.07 1.18 84.50
18 4.84 1.22 80.66 4.75 1.19 79.17 4.57 1.28 76.17
19 4.20 1.44 70.00 3.76 1.41 62.67 3.87 1.42 64.50
20 5.11 1.17 85.17 4.85 1.24 80.83 4.86 1.21 81.00
21 2.00 1.35 33.33 2.20 1.31 36.67 2.29 1.42 38.17
22 4.92 1.25 82.00 4.53 1.36 75.55 4.60 1.33 76.67
23 2.26 1.58 37.67 2.40 1.58 40.00 2.40 1.55 40.00
24 3.88 1.44 64.67 3.67 1.48 61.17 3.64 1.40 60.67
25 2.92 1.56 48.67 3.15 1.52 52.50 2.98 1.47 49.67
26 4.73 1.22 78.83 4.59 1.27 76.50 4.64 1.18 77.33
27 2.53 1.51 42.17 2.72 1.55 45.33 2.74 1.53 45.67
28 2.64 1.46 44.00 2.78 1.38 46.33 2.94 1.45 49.00
29 4.98 1.26 83.00 4.93 1.24 82.17 4.91 1.25 81.83
30 5.08 1.21 84.67 4.89 1.31 81.50 4.85 1.30 80.83
* Elementary=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers 
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the item. All items in the CFSQ have a maximum possible score 
of six (6).
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Table C-24
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the CFSQ for Teachers in all Schools
(n=1921)
Subscale8 M SD % Maxb
Social/Informal 21.61 4.92 72.03
Meaningful/Formal 23.38 5.17 77.93
Trust in Others 13.03 5.90 43.43
Administrative
Efficiency
24.02 5.48 80.06
Day to Day 12.92 5.32 43.06
Vision and Planning 24.24 5.36 80.80
a Each subscale consists of 5 items scored on rating scale of 1-6. Subscale scores range 
from a minimum of 5 to a maximum possible score of 30. Higher scores reflect greater 
degrees of corresponding perceived principal behaviors.
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the mean subscale 
score by the maximum possible score for a particular subscale (e.g. Social/Informal - 
21.61/30.0 = 72.03%).
Table C-25
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the CFSQ for Teachers by School
Level
Elementary1” Middle Secondary
Subscale8 M SD
%
Max0 M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
Social/Informed 22.38 4.69 74.60 20.91 5.03 69.70 20.84 5.01 69.47
Meaningful/Formal 23.96 5.02 79.87 22.97 5.04 76.57 22.71 5.39 75.70
Trust in Others 12.49 5.75 41.63 13.80 6.03 46.00 13.37 5.96 44.57
Administrative
Efficiency
24.70 5.20 82.33 23.26 5.55 77.53 23.43 5.75 78.10
Day to Day 12.38 5.25 41.27 13.36 5.21 44.53 13.41 5.41 45.03
Vision and 
Planning
24.90 5.17 83.00 24.19 4.91 80.63 23.19 5.78 77.30
a Each subscale consists of 5 items scored on a rating scale of 1-6. Subscale scores 
range from a minimum of 5 to a maximum possible score of 30. Higher scores reflect 
greater degrees of corresponding perceived principal behavior. 
b Elementary=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers 
c Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the mean subscale 
score by the maximum possible score for a particular subscale (e.g. Social/Informal - 
Elementary = 22.38/30.00 = 74.60).
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Table C-26
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item of the CFSQ for Principals in All
Schools (n=87)
Item M‘ SD % Maxb
1 5.31 0.64 21.99
2 4.87 0.73 81.17
3 4.95 0.73 82.50
4 5.17 0.74 86.17
5 3.01 1.14 50.17
6 4.84 0.70 80.67
7 2.89 1.07 48.67
8 5.13 0.64 85.50
9 5.16 0.80 86.00
10 3.05 1.33 50.83
11 4.70 0.95 78.33
12 4.91 0.81 81.83
13 3.11 1.44 51.83
14 5.24 0.72 87.33
15 5.67 0.54 94.50
16 2.40 1.26 40.00
17 5.51 0.72 91.83
18 4.88 0.86 81.33
19 4.42 1.03 73.67
20 5.10 0.77 85.00
21 2.13 1.05 35.50
22 5.01 0.83 83.50
23 2.38 1.44 39.67
24 4.12 1.21 68.67
25 3.06 1.25 51.00
(table continues)
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Table C-26 (continued)
Item Ma SD % Maxb
26 5.09 0.85 84.83
27 2.86 1.36 47.67
28 2.44 1.09 40.67
29 5.40 0.74 90.00
30 5.21 0.85 86.83
* Item scores on the CFSQ range from 1 (never or not true) to 6 (always or very true). 
High scores represent greater degrees of corresponding perceived principal behavior. 
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. All items on the CFSQ have maximum 
possible score of six (6).
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Table C-27
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item of the CFSQ for Principals by School
Level
Item
Elementary M iddle Secondary
M SD
%
M ax. M SD
%
M ax. M SD
%
Max.
l 5.38 0.57 89.67 5.35 0.49 89.17 5.14 0.85 85.67
2 4.90 0.75 81.67 4.76 0.75 79.33 4.90 0.70 81.67
3 4.83 0.72 80.50 5.12 0.78 85.33 5.10 0.70 85.00
4 5.10 0.78 85.00 5.12 0.78 85.33 5.38 0.59 89.67
5 3.04 1.13 50.67 3.29 1.31 54.83 2.71 1.01 45.17
6 4.88 0.76 81.33 4.69 0.60 78.67 4.86 0.65 81.00
7 3.04 1.09 50.67 2.94 1.29 49.00 2.52 0.75 42.00
8 5.17 0.57 86.17 5.13 0.72 85.50 5.05 0.74 84.17
9 5.23 0.69 87.17 5.31 0.60 88.50 4.90 1.09 81.67
10 3.11 1.40 51.83 3.31 1.40 55.17 2.71 1.06 45.17
11 4.63 0.94 77.17 4.81 1.05 80.17 4.76 0.94 79.33
12 4.94 0.76 82.33 4.81 1.10 80.17 4.90 0.70 81.67
13 3.02 1.44 50.33 3.19 1.47 53.17 3.24 1.48 54.00
14 5.08 0.74 84.67 5.50 0.63 91.67 5.38 0.67 89.67
15 5.57 0.62 92.83 5.75 0.45 95.83 5.85 0.37 97.50
16 2.58 1.32 43.00 2.06 1.12 34.33 2.24 1.18 37.33
17 5.40 0.74 90.00 5.50 0.82 91.67 5.77 0.54 96.17
18 4.85 0.80 80.83 4.94 0.85 82.33 4.90 1.02 81.67
19 4.48 1.03 74.67 4.25 1.34 70.83 4.40 0.75 73.33
20 5.15 0.71 85.83 5.06 0.77 84.33 5.00 0.92 83.33
21 2.11 0.89 35.17 1.88 0.96 31.33 2.38 1.40 39.67
22 4.85 0.77 80.83 5.31 1.08 88.50 5.15 0.67 85.83
23 2.23 1.19 37.17 2.38 1.71 39.67 2.75 1.74 45.83
24 4.13 1.20 68.83 4.19 1.52 69.83 4.05 1.00 67.50
25 3.27 1.22 54.50 3.20 1.37 53.33 2.48 1.12 41.33
26 5.23 0.78 87.17 5.06 0.85 84.33 4.81 0.98 80.17
27 3.28 1.53 54.67 2.31 0.95 38.50 2.33 0.86 38.83
28 2.42 1.07 40.33 2.44 0.96 40.67 2.48 1.25 41.33
29 5.40 0.76 90.00 5.25 0.86 87.50 5.52 0.60 92.00
30 5.15 0.92 85.83 5.19 0.83 86.50 5.38 0.67 89.67
* Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals
Table C-28
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the CFSQ for Principals in all
Schools (n=87)
Subscale* Mean SD % Maxb
Social/Informal 23.33 3.74 77.67
Meaningful/Formal 25.62 3.48 85.40
Trust in Others 14.02 4.32 46.73
Administrative
Efficiency
25.42 3.57 84.73
Day to Day 12.98 4.06 43.27
Vision and Planning 24.87 3.55 82.90
“ Each subscale consists of 5 items scored on rating scale of 1-6. Subscale scores range 
from a minimum of 5 to a maximum possible score of 30. Higher scores reflect higher 
levels of corresponding perceived principal behaviors.
b Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the mean subscale score by the 
maximum possible score for a particular subscale (e.g. Social/Informal- 
23.33/30.00=77.67%).
Table C-29
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Subscales of the CFSQ for Principals by School
Level
Elementary15 Middle Secondary
Subscale® M SD
%
Max
C
M SD
%
Max M SD
%
Max
Social/Informed 23.83 2.93 79.43 22.59 5.85 75.30 22.76 3.24 75.87
Meaningful/Formal 25.77 2.87 85.90 24.41 5.69 81.37 26.24 2.12 87.47
Trust in Others 15.15 4.37 50.50 13.00 4.73 43.33 12.26 3.12 40.87
Administrative
Efficiency
25.13 2.88 83.77 25.29 5.98 84.30 26.19 2.27 87.30
Day to Day 12.71 3.79 42.37 13.19 4.89 43.97 13.43 4.17 44.77
Vision and 
Planning
25.27 2.59 84.23 24.06 5.94 80.20 24.62 2.97 82.07
a Each subscale consists of 5 items scored on a rating scale of 1-6. Subscale scores 
range from a minimum of 5 to a maximum possible score of 30. 
b Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals 
c Percentage of maximum is calculated by dividing the mean subscale score by the 
maximum possible score for a particular subscale (e.g. Social/Informal - Elementary = 
23.83/30.00 = 79.43%).
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Table C-30
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of
the Reconstructed CFSQ for Teachers in All Schools (n=1921)
Item Mean* SD % Maxb
1 5.30 0.94 88.33
2 5.06 1.06 84.33
3 4.85 1.21 80.83
4 4.86 1.18 81.00
5e 4.53 1.42 75.50
6 4.53 1.28 75.50
T 4.14 1.47 69.00
8 4.79 1.22 79.83
9 4.86 1.19 81.00
10c 3.94 1.50 65.67
11 4.28 1.36 22.67
12 4.22 1.37 68.17
13c 4.09 1.60 81.17
14 4.87 1.24 85.00
15 5.10 1.24 76.50
16c 4.59 1.46 85.43
(table continues)
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Table C-30 (continued)
Item Mean1 SD % Maxb
17 5.12 1.20 79.00
18 4.74 1.24 66.83
19 4.01 1.44 73.67
20 4.98 1.20 83.00
21c 4.87 1.37 81.17
22 4.74 1.31 79.00
23c 4.67 1.57 77.83
24 3.77 1.44 62.83
25c 2.98 1.53 49.67
26 4.67 1.22 77.83
2 T 4.37 1.53 72.83
28c 4.24 1.45 70.67
29 4.95 1.25 82.50
30 4.97 1.26 82.83
Total Instrument 134.21 26.91 74.56
* Item scores range from 1 (never or not true) to 6 (always or very true). 
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. 
c Item has been reverse-scored.
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Table C-31
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the Reconstructed
CFSQ for Teachers by School Level (n=1921)
Elementary* Middle Secondary
Item M b S D
%
M ax' M S D
%
M ax M S D
%
M ax
l 5.43 0.86 90.50 5.19 0.99 86.50 5.16 1.00 86.00
2 5.24 0.97 87.43 5.08 0.98 84.67 4.77 1.20 79.50
3 4.99 1.15 83.17 4.69 1.26 78.17 4.74 1.24 79.00
4 5.01 1.15 83.50 4.68 1.22 78.00 4.74 1.18 79.00
5d 4.63 1.40 77.17 4.37 1.50 72.83 4.47 1.39 74.50
6 4.66 1.22 77.67 4.46 1.27 74.33 4.35 1.35 72.50
7d 4.28 1.46 71.33 3.93 1.48 65.50 4.04 1.45 67.33
8 4.93 1.17 82.17 4.62 1.29 77.00 4.68 1.22 78.00
9 4.93 1.22 82.17 4.90 1.10 81.67 4.73 1.20 78.83
10“ 4.03 1.53 67.17 3.77 1.48 62.83 3.89 1.46 64.83
11 4.51 1.32 75.17 4.08 1.35 68.00 4.05 1.37 67.50
12 4.31 1.39 71.83 4.19 1.34 69.83 4.08 1.36 68.00
13d 4.24 1.61 70.67 3.99 1.61 66.50 3.91 1.56 65.17
14 4.94 1.22 82.33 4.75 1.32 79.17 4.82 1.21 80.33
15 5.22 1.17 87.00 4.97 1.30 82.83 4.99 1.30 83.17
16d 4.75 1.41 79.17 4.47 1.49 74.50 4.39 1.50 73.17
17 5.18 1.19 86.33 5.02 1.22 83.67 5.07 1.18 84.50
18 4.84 1.22 80.67 4.75 1.19 79.17 4.57 1.28 76.17
19 4.20 1.44 70.00 3.76 1.41 62.67 3.87 1.42 64.50
20 5.11 1.17 85.17 4.85 1.24 80.83 4.86 1.21 81.00
21d 5.00 1.35 83.33 4.80 1.31 80.00 4.71 1.42 78.50
22 4.92 1.25 82.00 4.53 ' 1.36 75.50 4.60 1.33 76.67
23d 4.74 1.58 79.00 4.60 1.58 76.67 4.60 1.55 76.67
24 3.88 1.44 64.67 3.67 1.48 61.67 3.64 1.40 60.67
25“ 2.92 1.56 48.67 3.15 1.52 52.50 2.98 1.47 49.67
(table continues)
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Table-31 (continued)
Elem entary8 M iddle Secondary
Item M b SD
%
M axc M SD
%
M ax M S D
%
M ax
26 4.73 1.22 78.83 4.59 1.27 76.50 4.64 1.18 77,33
27d 4.47 1.51 74.50 4.28 1.55 71.33 4.26 1.53 71.00
28d 4.36 1.46 72.67 4.22 1.38 70.33 4.06 1.45 67.67
29 4.98 1.26 83.00 4.93 1.24 82.17 4.91 1.25 81.83
30 5.08 1.21 84.67 4.89 1.31 81.50 4.85 1.30 80.83
Total
Instrument
138.17 25.25 76.76 131.12 27.58 72.84 129.93 28.15 72.18
a Elementary=935 teachers 
Middle=392 teachers 
Secondary=594 teachers 
b Item scores range form 1 (never or not true) to 6 (alway or very true).
c Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score by the 
maximum possible score for the item. 
d Item has been reverse scored.
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Table C-32
Summary of Descritpive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the
Reconstructed CFSQ for Principals in all Schools (n=87)
Item Ma SD %Maxb
1 5.31 0.64 21.99
2 4.87 0.73 81.17
3 4.95 0.73 82.50
4 5.17 0.74 86.17
5C 3.99 1.14 66.50
6 4.84 0.70 80.67
T 4.11 1.07 68.50
8 5.13 0.64 85.50
9 5.16 0.80 8 6 .0 0
10c 3.95 1.33 65.83
11 4.70 0.95 78.33
12 4.91 0.81 81.83
13° 3.89 1.44 64.83
14 5.24 0.72 87.33
15 5.67 0.54 94.50
16c 4.60 1.26 76.67
(table continues)
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Table C-32 (continued)
Item Ma SD %Maxb
17 5.51 0.72 91.83
18 4.88 0 .8 6 81.33
19 4.42 1.03 73.67
2 0 5.10 0.77 85.00
2 1 c 4.87 1.05 81.17
2 2 5.01 0.83 83.50
23c 4.62 1.44 77.00
24 4.12 1.21 68.67
25c 3.06 1.25 51.00
26 5.09 0.85 84.83
27° 4.14 1.36 69.00
28c 4.56 1.09 76.00
29 5.40 0.74 90.00
30 5.21 0.85 86.83
Total Instrument 140.30 13.40 70.05
a Item scores range from 1 (never or not true) to 6  (always or very true). 
b Percentage of maximum possible score is calculated by dividing the item mean score 
by the maximum possible score for the item. 
c Item has been reverse scored.
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Table C-33
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total Instrument of the
Reconstructed CFSQ by Principals for School Level (n=87)
Elementary® Middle Secondary
% % %
Item M SD Max. M SD Max. M SD Max.
1 5.38 0.57 89.67 5.35 0.49 89.17 5.14 0.85 85.67
2 4.90 0.75 96.33 4.76 0.75 79.33 4.90 0.70 81.67
3 4.83 0.72 96.88 5.12 0.78 85.33 5.10 0.70 85.00
4 5.10 0.78 85.00 5.12 0.78 85.33 5.38 0.59 89.67
5b 3.96 1.13 6 6 . 0 0 3.71 1.31 61.83 4.29 1 . 0 1 71.50
6 4.88 0.76 81.33 4.69 0.60 78.17 4.86 0.65 81.00
T 3.96 1.09 6 6 . 0 0 4.06 1.29 67.67 4.48 0.75 74.67
8 5.17 0.57 86.17 5.13 0.72 85.50 5.05 0.74 84.17
9 5.23 0.69 87.17 5.31 0.60 88.50 4.90 1.09 81.67
1 0 b 3.89 1.40 64.83 3.69 1.40 61.50 4.29 1.06 71.50
1 1 4.63 0.94 77.17 4.81 1.05 80.17 4.76 0.94 79.33
1 2 4.94 0.76 82.33 4.81 1 .1 1 80.17 4.90 0.70 81.67
13b 3.98 1.44 66.33 3.81 1.47 63.50 3.76 1.48 62.67
14 5.08 0.74 84.67 5.50 0.63 91.67 5.38 0.67 89.67
15 5.57 0.62 92.83 5.75 0.45 95.83 5.85 0.37 97.50
16b 4.42 1.32 73.67 2.06 1 . 1 2 82.33 4.76 1.18 79.33
17 5.40 0.74 90.00 5.50 0.82 91.67 5.76 0.54 96.00
18 4.85 0.80 80.83 4.94 0.85 82.33 4.90 1 . 0 2 81.67
19 4.48 1.03 74.67 4.25 1.34 70.83 4.40 0.75 73.33
2 0 5.15 0.71 85.83 5.06 0.77 84.33 5.00 0.92 83.33
2 1 b 4.89 0.89 81.50 5.13 0.96 85.50 4.62 1.40 77.00
2 2 4.85 0.77 80.83 5.31 1.08 88.50 5.15 0.67 85.83
23b 4.77 1.19 79.50 4.63 1.71 77.17 4.25 1.74 70.83
24 4.13 1 . 2 0 68.83 4.19 1.52 69.83 4.05 1 . 0 0 67.50
25 3.27 1 . 2 2 54.50 3.20 1.37 53.33 2.48 1 . 1 2 41.33
(table continues')
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Table C-33 (continued)
E lem entary M iddle Secondary
Item M S D
%
M ax M S D
%
M ax M S D
%
M ax
26 5.23 0.78 87.17 5.06 0.85 84.33 4.81 0.98 80.17
27b 3.72 1.53 62.00 4.69 0.95 78.17 4.67 0 . 8 6 77.83
28b 4.58 1.07 76.33 4.56 0.96 76.00 4.52 1.25 75.33
29 5.40 0.76 90.00 5.25 0 . 8 6 87.50 5.52 0.60 92.00
30 5.15 0.93 85.83 5.19 0.83 86.50 5.38 0.67 89.67
Total
Instrument
141.10 13.06 78.39 136.29 32.18 75.72 141.71 10.27 78.73
a Elementary=48 Principals 
Middle=17 Principals 
Secondary=22 Principals 
b Items have been reverse scored.
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Table C-34
Summary of Intercorelations for Measures All Using School Mean Scores for Teachers 
in All Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate (n=81)
Subscales/
Scales RCI SBC CNC APA IA OA BOS CFSQ
RCI 1.0 .89** 82** - . 0 1 .18 -.08 .13 -.26*
SBC 1 . 0 .53** . 0 1 . 2 0 -.06 .13 -.17
CNC 1 . 0 -.07 .06 -.05 .08 -.25*
APA 1 . 0 .6 8 ** .67** -.48** -.24*
IA 1 . 0 - . 0 2 . 1 1 -.18
OA 1 . 0 - 81* * - . 2 0
BOS 1 . 0 . 2 0
CFSQ 1 . 0
* p < .05
p < . 0 0 0 1
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Table C-35
Summary of Intercorelations for All Measures Using School Mean Scores for Teachers 
in Elementary Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate (n=46)
Subscales/
Scales RCI SBC CNC APA IA OA BOS CFSQ
RCI 1.0 .86*** 7 7 *** .02 .20 -.09 .11 -.22
SBC 1.0 .37** -.03 .14 -.10 .10 -.20
CNC 1.0 -.01 .14 -.10 .10 -.11
APA 1.0 .68*** .68*** -.48** -.27
IA 1.0 -.001 .14 I o 00
OA 1.0 -.85*** -.24
BOS 1.0 .24
CFSQ 1.0
p < .05
p < . 0 1  
p < . 0 0 0 1
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Table C-36
Summary of Intercorrelations for All Measures Using School Mean Scores for Teachers 
in Middle Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate (n=17)
Subscales/
Scales RCI SBC CNC A P A IA O A BOS CFSQ
RCI 1 . 0 gQ*** .8 6 *** - . 0 1 -.08 .003 .13 -.39
SBC 1 . 0 .61** . 2 1 .23 -.05 .2 1 -.23
CNC 1 . 0 -.25 -.44 . 1 2 -.03 -.34
APA 1 . 0 go*** .52* -.33 -.26
IA 1 . 0 -.51 .18 -.07
OA 1 . 0 -.80*** -.37
BOS 1 . 0 .25
CFSQ 1 . 0
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .0001
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Table C-37
Summary of Intercorrelations for All Measures Using School Mean Scores for Teachers 
in
Secondary Schools with > 40% Teacher Response Rate (n=18)
Subscales/
Scales RCI SBC CNC APA IA OA BOS CFSQ
RCI 1 . 0 96*** 90*** -.07 . 2 2 -.06 .17 -.23
SBC 1 . 0 7 9 *** -.14 .26 -.05 .24 - . 2 2
CNC 1 . 0 .1 1 .29 .07 .06 -.31
APA 1 . 0 .62** 7 9 *** -.6 6 ** -.42
IA 1 . 0 .43 -.29 -.61**
OA 1 . 0 -.62** -.35
BOS 1 . 0 .31
CFSQ 1 . 0
* p < .05
** p < .01
p < .0001
APPENDIX D:
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Table D-l
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Teacher Mean Scores by Gender for Each Operational
Measure (SBC, CNC, IA,OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Female Male
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(F-M)a t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
79.70 11.38 76.16 12.71 3.54 4.90 .0 0 0 1
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
37.98 10.41 39.72 11.54 -1.74 -2.64 .0085
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
64.73 7.80 64.42 8.50 .31 .63 .5276
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
29.72 7.02 29.25 7.06 .47 1.07 .2866
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
79.25 13.73 79.72 14.31 -.47 -.55 .5821
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
137.74 23.83 136.53 2 2 .2 1 1.21 .83 .4081
a Mean - Difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score
for male teachers from the mean subscale/scale score for females teachers. For example,
79.70 - 76.16 = 3.54.
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Table D-2
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Teacher Mean Scores by Tenure Status for Each
Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Non-tenured Tenured
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(NT-T)8 t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
79.76 1 1 .2 0 78.76 11.98 1 .0 0 1.67 .0953
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
39.88 10.29 37.55 10.81 2.33 4.31 .0 0 0 1
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
64.82 8.35 64.63 7.71 .19 .46 .6431
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
29.00 7.26 29.95 6.90 -.95 -2.64 .0083
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
79.64 14.48 79.30 13.52 .64 .48 .6331
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
139.58 22.04 136.55 24.23 3.03 2.53 .0115
a Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score for
tenured (T) teachers from the mean subscale/scale score for non-tenured (NT) teachers.
For example, 79.76 - 78.76 = 1.00.
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Table D-3
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Teacher Mean Scores by Union Membership Status for
Each Operational Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Non-union8 Union
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(N-U)b t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
78.29 1 2 .0 0 79.65 11.51 -1.36 -2.41 .0160
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
38.75 10.60 37.95 10.73 .80 1.55 .1203
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
64.73 7.87 64.62 7.95 .11 .27 .7897
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
29.18 6.84 30.00 7.06 -.82 -2.45 .0146
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
79.39 13.86 79.32 13.77 .07 .1 0 .9211
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
138.71 21.97 136.50 24.65 2 .21 1.96 .0506
8 Non-Union (N) - Teachers who reported themselves as not being dues-paying members 
of a teacher’s union/organization. Union (U) - Teachers who reported themselves as 
being dues-paying members of a teacher’s union/organization.
b Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score for 
union teachers from the mean subscale/scale score for nonunion teachers. For example, 
78.29 - 79.65 = -1.36.
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Table D-4
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Teacher Mean Scores by Assessment Status in
LTIP/LTEP for Each Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale LTIP/LTEP:
Noa
LTIP/LTEP:
Yes
M SD M SD
M-Diff
No-Yesb t £
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
78.90 11.74 80.19 11.33 -1.29 -1.70 .0890
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
38.39 10.76 37.87 10.44 .52 .76 .4474
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
64.76 7.87 64.37 8.25 .39 .76 .4447
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
29.66 7.07 29.49 6.52 .17 .38 .7070
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
79.15 13.94 80.67 13.10 -1.52 -1.70 .0889
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
137.00 23.74 139.65 22.63 -2.65 -1.73 .0830
a LTIP/LTEP: No refers to teachers who reportedly were not assessed either in the 
Louisiana Teaching Internship (LTIP) or the Statewide Teacher Evaluation Program 
(LTEP) during the initial year of statewide implementation (1990-91). LTIP/LTEP: Yes 
refers to those teachers who reported being assessed in either program. 
b Mean - difference score is calculated by subtracting the mean subscale/scale score for 
teachers who were assessed in LTIP/LTEP from the mean subscale/scale score for 
teachers who were not assessed in LTIP/LTEP. For example, 78.90 - 80.19 = (-1.29).
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Table D-5
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Principal Mean Scores by Gender for Each Measure
(SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Female Male
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(F-M)a t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
83.08 10.46 79.85 12.69 3.23 1.18 .2424
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
40.21 1 0 .0 2 41.55 13.71 -1.34 -.47 .6424
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
59.97 8.27 59.06 10.17 .91 .41 .6798
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
28.66 7.20 29.02 5.93 -.36 -.24 .8113
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
80.24 10.54 84.02 13.41 -3.78 -1.32 .1895
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
146.90 10.96 140.03 1 2 .1 0 6.87 2.54 .0131
a Mean - difference score is calculated by subtracting the mean subscale/scale score for
male principals from the mean subscale/scale score for female principals. For example,
83.08 - 79.85 = 3.23.
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Table D-6
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Principal Mean Scores by Tenure Status for Each
Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Non-tenured Tenured
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(NT-T)a t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
84.45 9.30 80.48 12.18 3.97 1.14 .2596
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
43.00 9.42 40.53 12.81 2.47 .68 .4987
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
59.36 9.74 59.46 9.37 - .1 0 -.04 .9698
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
30.57 6.74 28.48 6.38 2.09 1.10 .2766
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
79.94 15.55 82.98 11.59 -3.04 -.83 .4084
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
143.08 11.77 142.86 12.21 .19 .05 .9573
a Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean sub scale/scale score for
tenured (T) principals from the mean subscale/scale score for non-tenured (NT)
principals. For example, 84.45 - 80.48 = 3.97.
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Table D-7
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Principal Mean Scores by School District Unionization
Status for Each Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale Non-union® Union
M SD M SD
M-Diff
(NU-N)b t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
79.91 12.04 86.47 9.79 -6.56 -1.96 .0541
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
40.83 12 .12 41.60 13.12 -.77 -.2 2 .8295
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
59.39 9.72 59.67 8.07 t to 00 - .1 0 .9189
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
27.96 6.55 32.53 4.66 -4.57 -2.54 .0130
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
83.76 11.91 77.00 13.03 6.76 1.93 .0568
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
142.34 12.76 145.28 8.55 -2.94 -.84 .4021
a Non-union (NU) status refers to district management/labor that do not operate under 
a collective bargaining agreement; whereas, Union (U) status refers to district 
management/labor relations that operate under a ratified collective bargaining agreement. 
b Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score for 
principals in unionized school districts from the mean subscale/scale score for principals 
in non-unionized school districts. For example, 79.91 - 86.47 = -6.56.
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Table D-8
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Principal Mean Scores by STAR Assessor Training
Status for Each Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale STAR: No® STAR: Yes
M SD M SD
M-Diff 
No-Yes’5 t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
77.17 7.21 81.68 12 .21 -4.51 -1 .0 2 .3109
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
37.63 8.58 41.38 12.59 -3.75 -.82 .4154
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
57.50 1 2 .0 0 59.67 9.09 -2.17 .62 .5386
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
29.38 6.48 28.81 6.50 .57 .23 .8153
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
89.88 14.49 81.55 11.89 8.33 1.83 .0709
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
144.64 6.96 142.72 12.54 1.92 .42 .6735
a STAR: No refers to principals who did not participate in an assessor certification 
program for the System for Teaching and Learning Assessment and Review (STAR), 
while STAR: Yes refer to principals who did participate in this certification program. 
b Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score for 
STAR: Yes principals from the mean subscale/scale score for STAR: No principals. For 
example, 77.17 - 81.68 = (-4.51).
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Table D-9
Summary of t-Test Analysis of Principal Mean Scores by Assessor Status in LTIP/LTEP
for Each Measure (SBC, CNC, IA, OA, BOS and CFSQ)
Subscale/Scale LTIP/LTEP:
Noa
LTIP/LTEP:
Yes
M SD M SD
M-Diff
No-Yesb t P
Superficial/ 
Behavioral 
Change (SBC)
77.86 8.06 81.83 12.36 -3.97 -1.07 .2892
Cultural 
Normative 
Change (CNC)
36.58 7.19 41.81 12.84 -5.23 -1.37 .1762
Interpersonal 
Autonomy (IA)
58.25 10.31 59.67 9.25 -1.42 I 00 .6337
Organizational 
Autonomy (OA)
27.08 8.70 29.20 5.97 -2 .1 2 -1.04 .3004
Bureaucratic 
Orientation 
Scale (BOS)
87.49 13.29 81.47 12.04 6 .0 2 1.56 .1219
Change
Facilitator Style
Questionnaire
(CFSQ)
141.08 10.24 143.27 12.40 -2.19 -.57 .5686
a LTIP/LTEP: No refers to principals who reportedly did not participate as an assessor 
in the Louisiana Teaching Internship (LTIP) or the Statewide Teacher Evaluation 
Program (LTEP) during the initial year of statewide implementation (1990-91). 
LTIP/LTEP: Yes refers to those principals who reported being an assessor in either 
program.
b Mean - difference score is calculated by substracting the mean subscale/scale score for 
principals who were STAR assessors in LTIP/LTEP from the mean subscale/scale score 
for teachers who were not STAR assessors in LTIP/LTEP. For example, 77.86 - 81.83 
= (-3.97).
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Table D-10
Intercorrelations Among Principal-Teacher Mean Difference Scores on the IA, OA,
BOS, and CFSQ and School (Teacher) Mean Scores on the RCI Subscales (SBC and
CNC) for all Schools Partitioned by P>Tx and P<Txa Difference Scores (n=75)b
Subscale/Scale SBC0 CNC
IA
P>Tx .03 .08
(49)d (26)
P<Tx .1 0 .05
(26) (49)
OA
P>Tx .08 .29
(30) (37)
P<Tx .21 .32*
(38) (38)
BOS
P>Tx .03 .11
(41) (32)
P<Tx .21 .16
(34) (43)
CFSQ
P>Tx .07 .25
(43) (43)
P<Tx - .0 2 .35
(32) (32)
a P>Tx = positive values for P-Tx scores. These scores reflect instances in which the 
principal subscale/scale socre was greater than the school (teacher) mean subscale/scale 
score.
b P<Tx = negative values for P-Tx scores. These scores reflect instances in which the 
principal subscale/scale score was less than the school (teacher) mean subscale/scale 
score.
0 SBC = Superficial/Behavioral Change Subscale 
CNC = Cultural/normative Change Subscale 
d Number of schools comprising the comparison group.
* p < .05
A PPE N D IX  E:
INDIVIDUAL PROFILES OF SCHOOLS 
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100 -  
95 - 
90 : 
85 : 
80 
75 - 
70 - 
65 -
60 -j 
55 " 
50 - 
45 - 
40  
35  ^
30 -  
25 -  
2 0  -
51
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06
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88
09
School ID 
51 
92 
06 
38 
88 
09
School Mean Scores
SBC
86.57
68.22
85.54
87.73'
67.68*
87.73
CNC
42.76
31.52*
47.39’
42.40
33.59
43.13
'Highest m ean subscale score in the sample of schools. 
’Lowest mean subscale score in the sample of schools.
Figure E - l . Mean percentage of maximum possible scores for subscales/scales for
schools with high and low teacher receptivity to superficial/behavioral and
cultural/normative change.
460
School 10 and School 
Mean Scores for SBC
60 
55 ■= 
50 •; 
45 ■; 
40 ■;
35
30 ■; 
25 ■= 
20  ■■
96 (M -  85.8333) 
38 (M -  87.7297) 
01 (M = 84.1468} 
06 (M = 85.5428) 
51 (M = 86.571 4)
96
38
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
06
<<
Figure E-2. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected
schools with high school (teacher) mean scores on superficial/behavioral change (SBC).
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Figure E-3. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected
schools with low school (teacher) mean scores on superficial/behavioral change (SBC).
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Figure E-4. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected 
schools with high school (teacher) mean scores on cultural/normative change (CNC).
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Figure E-5. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected 
schools with low school (teacher) mean scores on cultural/normative change (CNC).
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Figure E-6. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected
schools in the same school district with high levels of teacher receptivity to
superificial/behavioral (SBC) and cultural/normative (CNC) change.
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Figure E-7. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected
schools in different school districts with high levels of teacher receptivity to
superificial/behavioral (SBC) and cultural/normative (CNC) change. 465
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Figure E-8. Principal-teacher mean difference scores for subscales/scales in selected
schools in the same school district with low levels of teacher receptivity to
superficial/behavioral (SBC) and cultural/normative (CNC) change. 466
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Table F-l
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/SBC Subscale 
and Interpersonal Autonomy for Each School in the Total School Sample* (n=81)
SBC IA
School Mb SD Me SD r r2
1 80.84 13.57 65.00 10.20 -.25 .06
2 77.55 10.45 65.12 7.05 .20 .04
3 76.12 13.20 66.60 8.80 .02 .00
4 80.27 9.37 64.58 7.51 .16 .03
5 77.46 12.23 62.98 7.17 .17 .03
6 76.88 14.15 63.32 17.21 .29 .08
7 78.89 10.25 63.31 7.02 .17 .03
8 81.65 11.06 66.61 7.41 .31 .10
9 67.69 14.46 66.26 9.20 .36 .13
10 77.34 10.54 65.62 6.32 .10 .01
11 74.74 10.54 65.00 5.26 -.13 .02
12 68.27 13.31 63.35 7.07 .24 .06
13 73.32 10.79 62.98 7.57 -.10 .01
14 73.79 10.19 62.90 6.62 -.06 .004
15 75.07 11.31 63.88 4.83 -.05 .003
16 85.83 9.70 66.49 8.85 .003 .00
17 77.69 10.18 61.38 6.62 -.43 .19
18 81.63 7.11 62.92 6.37 .31 .10
19 79.63 9.22 70.39 5.61 -.12 .01
20 79.43 10.53 63.08 5.69 .06 .00
21 81.08 8.61 66.31 9.13 -.04 .00
22 80.93 9.50 64.83 8.84 .12 .01
(table continues)
469
Table F-l (continued)
SBC IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
23 87.78 5.71 66.41 6.57 -.17 .03
24 81.64 11.05 60.78 6.97 .11 .01
25 78.75 13.30 58.74 7.18 -.13 .02
26 77.22 12.54 62.00 7.68 -.12 .01
27 78.46 12.15 64.87 8.29 -.04 .00
28 83.10 9.29 66.28 7.51 .21 .04
29 83.21 8.33 65.79 5.01 -.07 .00
30 84.16 11.84 66.69 5.62 -.18 .03
31 82.55 9.52 67.20 6.48 .34 .12
32 82.15 14.24 64.19 8.11 .23 .05
33 86.02 12.49 65.97 7.76 .18 .03
34 85.56 12.87 65.73 6.47 -.29 .08
35 87.85 10.45 62.41 8.37 -.66 .44
36 74.58 12.61 59.78 14.28 .14 .02
37 80.77 8.83 66.23 7.32 -.19 .04
38 74.60 14.23 66.45 7.97 -.39 .15
39 76.72 10.17 63.28 7.41 .14 .02
40 75.59 12.58 59.29 8.96 .18 .03
41 76.56 8.37 67.78 4.89 1 O .01
42 74.70 10.36 65.50 9.51 -.01 .00
43 79.79 8.14 66.26 7.22 .07 .00
44 76.57 14.95 65.64 7.57 -.22 .05
45 79.62 13.31 63.30 8.23 .06 .00
46 78.53 10.03 65.20 5.12 -.07 .00
47 81.11 11.02 65.31 5.20 .56 .31
(table continues)
470
Table F-l (continued)
SBC IA
School Mb SD Mc - SD r r2
48 87.78 5.71 66.41 6.57 -.17 .03
49 78.09 11.67 66.56 8.13 -.23 .05
50 79.19 10.36 65.52 8.40 -.07 .00
51 78.36 10.35 65.63 6.44 -.16 .03
52 76.43 11.28 62.56 7.80 .33 .11
53 80.56 11.95 63.76 5.78 -.29 .08
54 80.87 10.74 68.81 7.29 .52 .27
55 79.94 10.08 65.15 8.61 .004 .00
56 76.30 15.54 61.00 5.87 -.09 .01
57 76.95 11.46 64.10 9.24 .21 .04
58 77.37 11.37 65.28 7.05 .11 .01
59 78.41 11.44 66.52 7.95 .12 .01
60 86.57 5.97 64.83 4.72 -.21 .04
61 81.43 9.77 64.57 5.89 -.11 .01
62 81.42 9.84 66.34 4.42 .04 .00
63 78.20 11.73 65.24 6.75 -.23 .05
64 82.52 8.72 63.81 10.63 -.25 .06
65 83.88 9.12 61.18 8.97 .01 .00
66 83.42 10.84 65.53 8.69 .31 .10
67 81.57 11.94 64.71 7.38 .26 .07
68 80.00 11.63 63.91 8.30 -.05 .00
69 77.89 10.55 65.63 5.49 .12 .01
70 80.49 12.89 65.90 7.42 .47 .22
71 74.25 13.94 63.70 9.44 -.01 .00
72 78.72 10.37 64.70 11.80 .66 .44
(table continues)
471
Table F-l (continued)
School
SBC IA
Mb SD Mc SD r i2
73 82.49 13.70 67.50 6.60 .09 .01
74 79.44 10.77 63.57 7.83 .20 .04
75 78.11 11.61 66.87 8.10 .15 .02
76 76.73 11.28 64.72 8.42 .43 .18
77 75.50 9.87 63.31 8.44 -.20 .04
78 77.07 12.62 65.56 5.91 -.31 .10
79 77.42 10.85 62.06 7.35 -.18 .03
80 78.04 13.97 63.59 9.17 .08 .01
81 86.85 12.12 65.23 9.75 .08 .01
Note. SBC - Superifical/Behavioral Change subscale.
IA - Interpersonal Autonomy subscale. 
a Schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 130.00.
0 Maximum possible score - 88.00.
472
Table F-2
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/SBC Subscale 
and Organizational Autonomy for Each School in the Total School Sample" (n=81)
SBC OA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 80.84 13.57 31.85 8.24 .10 .01
2 77.55 10.45 31.36 7.78 -.25 .06
3 76.12 13.20 30.61 8.38 .17 .03
4 80.27 9.37 30.12 6.37 -.04 .00
5 77.46 12.23 31.20 6.30 -.09 .01
6 76.88 14.15 28.41 8.31 -.38 .14
7 78.89 10.25 26.18 4.85 -.15 .02
8 81.65 11.06 28.64 6.12 -.03 .00
9 67.69 14.46 30.55 5.60 -.30 .09
10 77.34 10.54 27.93 6.43 -.06 .00
11 74.74 10.54 33.55 7.18 -.13 .02
12 68.27 13.31 31.33 6.13 .18 .03
13 73.32 10.79 30.29 6.59 -.24 .06
14 73.79 10.19 28.48 7.04 .30 .09
15 75.07 11.31 30.00 6.70 -.37 .14
16 85.83 9.70 29.98 4.04 .33 .11
17 77.69 10.18 31.93 8.49 .03 .00
18 81.63 7.11 30.05 7.80 -.24 .06
19 79.63 9.22 26.13 4.27 -.08 .01
20 79.43 10.53 28.77 7.77 .41 .17
21 81.08 8.61 31.65 7.58 .16 .03
22 80.93 9.50 32.18 6.76 -.22 .05
(table continues)
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Table F-2 (continued)
SBC OA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
23 87.78 5.71 27.07 8.19 -.14 .02
24 81.64 11.05 33.36 7.77 -.13 .02
25 78.75 13.30 33.31 7.47 .04 .00
26 77.22 12.54 32.15 5.96 -.23 .05
27 78.46 12.15 30.86 5.43 .33 .11
28 83.10 9.29 30.21 4.76 .19 .04
29 83.21 8.33 30.40 5.02 -.29 .08
30 84.16 11.84 30.49 6.63 .08 .01
31 82.55 9.52 27.94 6.74 -.62 .38
32 82.15 14.24 31.55 6.15 .05 .00
33 86.02 12.49 30.41 6.61 -.28 .08
34 85.56 12.87 28.99 6.91 -.04 .00
35 87.85 10.45 28.00 6.16 -.28 .08
36 74.58 12.61 28.64 8.46 -.54 .29
37 80.77 8.83 32.01 7.90 .26 .07
38 74.60 14.23 31.18 5.90 -.11 .01
39 76.72 10.17 25.00 7.44 -.06 .00
40 75.59 12.58 27.66 7.40 .12 .01
41 76.56 8.37 29.44 7.00 .44 .19
42 74.70 10.36 27.65 6.82 -.06 .00
43 79.79 8.14 31.64 6.63 .29 .08
44 76.57 14.95 27.68 6.42 -.30 .09
45 79.62 13.31 27.86 7.05 -.41 .17
46 78.53 10.03 33.01 6.09 .51 .26
47 81.11 11.02 28.97 5.99 -.15 .02
(table continues)
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Table F-2 (continued)
SBC O A
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
48 83.14 9.77 27.17 8.04 -.20 .04
49 78.09 11.67 29.58 7.09 .14 .02
50 79.19 10.36 31.65 5.74 -.29 .08
51 78.36 10.35 26.58 7.25 .26 .07
52 76.43 11.28 26.35 6.11 .16 .03
53 80.56 11.95 25.67 6.72 -.26 .07
54 80.87 10.74 32.50 7.14 -.03 .00
55 79.94 10.08 30.11 8.37 -.12 .01
56 76.30 15.54 25.33 9.63 -.61 .37
57 76.95 11.46 30.62 6.82 -.21 .04
58 77.37 11.37 29.04 6.17 -.05 .00
59 78.41 11.44 25.92 6.36 -.25 .06
60 86.57 5.97 32.65 3.58 -.42 .18
61 81.43 9.77 30.38 5.61 .33 .11
62 81.42 9.84 33.36 5.51 -.13 .02
63 78.20 11.73 30.88 6.16 -.22 .05
64 82.52 8.72 30.52 5.68 .25 .06
65 83.88 9.12 28.01 6.41 .003 .00
66 83.42 10.84 28.68 7.44 .10 .01
67 81.57 11.94 27.33 6.81 -.21 .04
68 80.00 11.63 26.36 7.05 -.02 .00
69 77.89 10.55 29.48 8.96 -.33 .11
70 80.49 12.89 29.91 5.98 i o .00
71 74.25 13.94 29.73 6.91 .06 .00
72 78.72 10.37 26.82 8.01 -.38 .14
(table continues)
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Table F-2 (continued)
School
SBC OA
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
73 82.49 13.70 24.54 7.43 -.16 .03
74 79.44 10.77 31.00 6.94 .03 .00
75 78.11 11.61 29.41 5.95 -.11 .01
76 76.73 11.28 30.62 6.83 -.35 .12
77 75.50 9.87 29.21 6.04 .21 .04
78 77.07 12.62 33.34 5.00 -.16 .03
79 77.42 10.85 27.12 6.25 .02 .00
80 78.04 13.97 31.98 8.33 -.14 .02
81 86.85 12.12 30.05 6.64 -.09 .01
Note. SBC - Superifical/Behavioral Change Subscale.
OA - Organizational Autonomy Subscale. 
a Schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 130.00. 
c Maximum possible score = 48.00.
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Table F-3
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/SBC Subscale 
and Bureaucratic Orientation for Each School in the Total School Sample* (n=81)
SBC BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 80.84 13.57 75.41 15.40 -.02 .00
2 77.55 10.45 75.58 14.07 .11 .01
3 76.12 13.20 74.37 12.90 .11 .01
4 80.27 9.37 77.72 10.88 .23 .05
5 77.46 12.23 77.59 12.67 .48 .23
6 76.88 14.15 77.02 18.84 .47 .22
7 78.89 10.25 81.66 11.31 .57 .32
8 81.65 11.06 83.41 9.33 -.17 .03
9 67.69 14.46 75.02 9.58 .66 .44
10 77.34 10.54 83.71 10.25 .33 .11
11 74.74 10.54 74.22 16.45 .40 .16
12 68.27 13.31 77.55 13.78 .03 .00
13 73.32 10.79 81.69 10.71 .37 .14
14 73.79 10.19 80.47 10.08 .16 .03
15 75.07 11.31 78.32 10.73 .52 .27
16 85.83 9.70 76.17 8.40 .59 .35
17 77.69 10.18 75.31 10.24 .38 .14
18 81.63 7.11 76.54 12.98 .12 .01
19 79.63 9.22 82.40 11.51 .24 .06
20 79.43 10.53 81.68 9.74 .002 .00
21 81.08 8.61 75.50 13.33 .05 .00
22 80.93 9.50 73.56 14.34 .31 .10
(table continues)
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Table F-3 (continued)
SBC BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r*
23 87.78 5.71 82.64 14.24 .23 .05
24 81.64 11.05 72.79 15.37 .42 .18
25 78.75 13.30 72.71 14.86 -.03 .00
26 77.22 12.54 72.17 13.33
(Nor .00
27 78.46 12.15 75.64 14.56 .27 .07
28 83.10 9.29 75.48 11.08 .22 .05
29 83.21 8.33 76.43 11.42 .37 .14
30 84.16 11.84 80.17 12.77 .06 .00
31 82.55 9.52 88.96 11.54 .66 .44
32 82.15 14.24 75.93 13.31 -.13 .02
33 86.02 12.49 81.50 12.83 .29 .08
34 85.56 12.87 79.22 10.49 -.03 .00
35 87.85 10.45 80.97 14.88 .60 .36
36 74.58 12.61 79.08 21.83 .48 .23
37 80.77 8.83 79.00 15.41 .18 .03
38 74.60 14.23 73.51 15.86 -.16 .03
39 76.72 10.17 89.09 18.19 .22 .05
40 75.59 12.58 76.33 15.11 .09 .01
41 76.56 8.37 83.16 12.77 .12 .01
42 74.70 10.36 75.10 12.19 .65 .42
43 79.79 8.14 78.00 11.17 -.08 .01
44 76.57 14.95 84.47 14.59 .40 .16
45 79.62 13.31 83.87 14.26 .35 .12
46 78.53 10.03 74.43 14.43 -.26 .07
(table continues)
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Table F-3 (continued)
SBC BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
47 81.11 11.02 80.49 14.64 -.23 .05
48 83.14 9.77 81.22 15.09 .54 .39
49 78.09 11.67 81.37 14.69 -.13 .02
50 79.19 10.36 79.30 8.78 .45 .20
51 78.36 10.35 83.53 13.15 -.15 .02
52 76.43 11.28 80.19 13.47 -.10 .01
53 80.56 11.95 88.49 11.48 .16 .03
54 80.87 10.74 77.50 13.35 .35 .12
55 79.94 10.08 81.26 15.99 .14 .02
56 76.30 15.54 84.67 10.35 .57 .32
57 76.95 11.46 80.20 14.06 .27 .07
58 77.37 11.37 78.32 12.34 .11 .01
59 78.41 11.44 87.57 13.70 .12 .01
60 86.57 5.97 68.39 14.17 .44 .19
61 81.43 9.77 78.23 11.01 -.52 .27
62 81.42 9.84 71.83 12.64 .02 .00
63 78.20 11.73 76.28 12.83 .17 .03
64 82.52 8.72 76.90 10.63 .11 .01
65 83.88 9.12 83.93 12.40 .14 .02
66 83.42 10.84 83.60 15.90 .20 .04
67 81.57 11.94 82.37 14.12 .25 .06
68 80.00 11.63 86.56 16.09 .18 .03
69 77.89 10.55 84.43 10.98 .62 .38
70 80.49 12.89 81.20 14.67 -.03 .00
71 74.25 13.94 79.49 13.14 .11 .01
72 78.72 10.37 87.50 15.13 .54 .29
(table continues)
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Table F-3 (continued)
School
SBC BOS
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
73 82.49 13.70 89.49 12.99 .27 .07
74 79.44 10.77 75.99 11.27 t o C\ .00
75 78.11 11.61 78.73 12.40 .46 .21
76 76.73 11.28 77.88 13.14 .27 .07
77 75.50 9.87 78.30 10.21 .13 .02
78 77.07 12.62 66.35 13.46 .20 .04
79 77.42 10.85 83.49 16.11 -.10 .01
80 78.04 13.97 72.83 15.73 .033 .00
81 86.85 12.12 84.68 15.48 .36 .13
Note. SBC - Superifical/Behavioral Change subscale.
BOS - Bureaucratic Orientation scale. 
a Schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = .00. 
c Maximum possible score - 120.00
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Table F-4
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/CNC Subscale 
and Interpersonal Autonomy Subscale for Each School in the Total School Sample® 
(n=81)
CNC IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 42.59 14.39 65.00 10.20 .06 .00
2 38.98 9.50 65.12 7.05 .08 .01
3 34.29 8.86 66.60 8.80 -.05 .00
4 39.21 8.20 64.58 7.51 -.12 .01
5 36.78 9.00 62.98 7.17 .03 .00
6 40.97 13.70 63.32 17.21 -.09 .01
7 35.46 5.67 63.31 7.02 -.15 .02
8 35.55 9.96 66.61 7.14 .08 .01
9 33.62 14.02 66.26 9.20 * o .00
10 35.44 10.83 65.62 6.32 .15 .02
11 34.53 10.30 65.00 5.26 -.10 .01
12 31.52 6.23 63.35 7.07 -.31 .10
13 32.15 7.64 62.98 7.57 .12 .01
14 32.14 7.59 62.90 6.62 -.07 .00
15 37.03 13.94 63.88 4.83 -.13 .02
16 34.67 10.60 66.49 8.85 -.70 .49
17 34.73 9.59 61.38 6.62 -.42 .18
18 34.25 9.32 62.92 6.37 -.21 .04
19 32.98 8.84 70.39 5.61 .23 .05
20 34.62 7.27 63.08 5.69 -.40 .16
21 36.17 10.57 66.31 9.13 -.007 .07
(table continues)
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Table F-4 (continued)
CNC IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
22 37.31 11.05 64.83 8.84 -.15 .02
23 42.41 7.17 66.41 6.57 -.14 .02
24 33.71 7.10 60.78 6.97 .59 .35
25 37.07 11.47 58.74 7.18 -.19 .04
26 33.41 10.85 62.00 7.68 .24 .06
27 37.30 10.99 64.87 8.29 -.12 .01
28 38.31 8.22 66.28 7.51 -.11 .01
29 35.66 9.68 65.79 5.01 -.22 .05
30 41.44 12.37 66.69 5.62 -.05 .00
31 38.76 8.72 67.20 6.48 .33 .11
32 36.87 9.68 64.19 8.11 .14 .02
33 45.52 15.95 65.97 7.76 -.06 .00
34 47.39 13.60 65.73 6.47 -.23 .05
35 43.16 8.17 62.41 8.37 .09 .01
36 43.95 12.96 59.78 14.28 .35 .12
37 36.88 6.38 66.23 7.32 .09 .01
38 35.83 11.42 66.45 7.97 -.14 .02
39 37.28 9.02 63.28 7.41 .27 .07
40 41.47 8.68 59.29 8.96 .19 .04
41 37.33 11.59 67.78 4.89 -.07 .00
42 37.74 8.82 65.50 9.51 -.07 .00
43 41.30 9.03 66.26 7.22 -.13 .02
44 37.66 8.73 65.64 7.57 .12 .01
45 38.46 10.15 63.30 8.23 .13 .02
(table continues)
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Table F-4 (continued)
CNC IA
School Mc SD Md SD r r2
47 81.11 11.02 137.94 16.01 .03 .00
48 83.14 9.77 130.04 24.69 .15 .02
48 37.50 6.89 62.48 9.34 .18 .03
49 40.37 9.97 66.56 8.13 -.29 .08
50 41.15 6.14 65.52 8.40 .06 .00
51 35.83 9.04 65.63 6.44 -.39 .15
52 37.36 9.70 62.56 7.80 -.01 .00
53 40.48 8.39 63.76 5.78 -.12 .01
54 42.57 13.18 68.81 7.29 .03 .00
55 36.76 8.02 65.15 8.16 .14 .02
56 35.33 10.15 61.00 5.87 -.19 .04
57 38.33 10.37 64.10 9.24 .24 .06
58 34.68 5.79 65.28 7.05 .24 .06
59 34.79 18.57 66.52 7.95 -.14 .02
60 42.85 5.75 64.83 4.72 -.25 .06
61 37.63 8.37 64.57 5.89 .04 .00
62 38.44 7.60 66.34 4.42 -.13 .02
63 37.75 11.65 65.24 6.75 .01 .00
64 45.00 13.90 63.81 10.63 -.31 .10
65 38.87 10.21 61.18 8.97 .08 .01
66 41.29 15.62 65.53 8.69 .29 .01
67 43.29 8.02 64.71 7.38 -.29 .08
68 42.62 13.28 63.91 8.30 -.07 .00
69 38.47 12.83 65.63 5.49 .27 .07
(table continues)
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Table F-4 (continued)
School
CNC IA
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
70 40.56 12.30 65.90 7.42 -.24 .06
71 37.89 13.05 63.70 9.44 .16 .03
72 38.47 11.08 64.70 11.80 .17 .03
73 40.73 14.40 67.05 6.60 .40 .16
74 42.86 11.47 63.57 7.83 -.04 .00
75 36.47 8.25 66.87 8.10 .21 .04
76 38.57 11.00 64.72 8.42 .11 .01
77 37.17 7.88 63.31 8.44 -.39 .15
78 38.75 7.85 65.56 5.91 .49 .24
79 36.04 10.59 62.06 7.35 .23 .05
80 39.59 10.55 63.59 9.17 .16 .03
81 42.05 9.11 65.23 9.75 .17 .03
Note. CNC - Cultural/Normative Change subscale.
IA - Interpersonal Autonomy subscale. 
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 95.00. 
c Maximum possible score = 88.00.
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Table F-5
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receiptivity to Change/SBC Subscale 
and Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) for Each School in the Total School Sample* 
(n=81)
SBC CFSQ
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 80.84 13.57 114.86 35.06 .45 .20
2 77.55 10.45 127.37 26.54 .12 .01
3 76.12 13.20 144.02 22.96 .12 .01
4 80.27 9.37 138.62 19.96 -.19 .04
5 77.46 12.23 150.18 16.53 .02 .00
6 76.88 14.15 134.53 20.34 .31 .10
7 78.89 10.25 140.01 18.94 .18 .03
8 81.65 11.06 141.04 18.20 -.18 .03
9 67.69 14.46 123.61 22.09 .24 .06
10 77.34 10.54 149.36 17.16 .21 .04
11 74.74 10.54 132.48 20.90 -.05 .00
12 68.27 13.31 142.83 19.09 .26 .07
13 73.32 10.79 156.42 10.37 -.20 .04
14 73.79 10.19 131.44 17.37 .10 .01
15 75.07 11.31 152.05 14.71 .57 .32
16 85.83 9.70 141.41 25.89 -.11 .01
17 77.69 10.18 153.16 11.22 .45 .20
18 81.63 7.11 139.96 16.17 -.18 .03
19 79.63 9.22 137.05 17.99 .08 .00
20 79.43 10.53 152.05 20.26 .29
ooo
21 81.08 8.61 139.51 25.18 .20 .04
(table continues’)
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Table F-5 (continued)
SBC CFSQ
chool Mb SD Mc SD r r2
22, 80.93 9.50 123.08 25.87 .40 .16
23 87.78 5.71 138.82 17.63 .43 .18
24 81.64 11.05 135.88 16.35 .004 .00
25 78.75 13.30 120.97 23.77 .39 .15
26 77.22 12.54 146.89 14.48 .01 .00
27 78.46 12.15 147.43 13.89 .06 .00
28 83.10 9.29 133.96 21.41 .07 .00
29 83.21 8.33 155.29 11.54 .17 .03
30 84.16 11.84 113.50 24.49 .15 .02
31 82.55 9.52 120.37 21.07 -.03 .00
32 82.15 14.24 115.56 27.67 .52 .27
33 86.02 12.49 137.45 22.56 .21 .04
34 85.56 12.87 110.53 21.44 .40 .16
35 87.85 10.45 151.42 32.21 .75 .56
36 74.58 12.61 152.94 16.74 .21 .04
37 80.77 8.83 160.32 8.24 i In o .25
38 74.60 14.23 129.71 26.07 .55 .30
39 76.72 10.17 141.86 22.01 .17 .03
40 75.59 12.58 146.44 17.14 .17 .03
41 76.56 8.37 112.79 34.11 .43 .18
42 74.70 10.36 115.60 12.77 -.56 .31
43 79.79 8.14 148.26 18.12 .15 .02
44 76.57 14.95 140.43 21.13 .12 .01
45 79.62 13.31 129.59 23.62 .29 .08
(table continues)
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Table F-5 (continued)
SBC CFSQ
School Mc SD Md SD r r2
46 78.53 10.03 143.95 27.42 .14 .02
47 81.11 11.02 137.94 16.01 .03 .00
48 83.14 9.77 130.04 24.69 .15 .02
49 78.09 11.67 134.31 17.27 .15 .02
50 79.19 10.36 135.33 16.28 -.21 .04
51 78.36 10.35 153.45 18.21 .28 .08
52 76.43 11.28 152.09 14.79 -.26 .07
53 80.56 11.95 147.68 16.03 .34 .12
54 80.87 10.74 141.67 11.46 .26 .07
55 79.94 10.08 130.16 20.09 -.07 .00
56 76.30 15.54 149.83 9.83 -.18 .03
57 76.95 11.46 135.34 22.78 .23 .05
58 77.37 11.37 125.87 23.12 -.12 .01
59 78.41 11.44 154.18 11.61 -.09 .01
60 86.57 5.97 98.71 32.74 .59 .35
61 81.43 9.77 127.33 26.11 -.08 .01
62 81.42 9.84 138.31 20.30 -.41 .17
63 78.20 11.73 130.98 25.21 .21 .04
64 82.52 8.72 125.54 21.43 -.14 .02
65 83.88 9.12 150.92 17.82 -.14 .02
66 83.42 10.84 122.57 27.64 -.04 .00
67 81.57 11.94 132.95 22.87 .30 .09
68 80.00 11.63 143.61 19.76 .49 .24
69 77.89 10.55 138.03 25.42 .44 .19
(table continues)
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Table F-5 (continued)
School
SBC CFSQ
Mc SD Md SD r r2
70 80.49 12.89 40.56 12.30 .46 .21
71 74.25 13.94 37.89 13.05 .37 .14
72 78.22 10.37 38.47 11.08 .39 .15
73 82.49 13.70 40.73 14.40 .86 .74
74 79.44 10.77 122.65 25.69 -.06 .00
75 78.11 11.61 126.01 23.08 .09 .01
76 76.73 11.28 130.94 23.06 .12 .01
77 75.50 9.87 135.04 26.18 -.40 .16
78 77.07 12.62 155.88 7.42 .29 .08
79 77.42 10.85 147.96 11.10 .10 .01
80 78.04 13.97 136.68 22.04 -.39 .15
81 86.85 12.12 135.83 27.47 .46 .21
Note. SBC - Superifical/Behavioral Change Subscale.
CFSQ - Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire 
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 130.00. 
c Maximum possible score - 180.00
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Table F-6
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receiptivity to Change Subscale (SBC
and CNC) for Each School in the Total School Sample" (n=81)
SBC CNC
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 80.84 13.57 42.59 14.39 .43 .18
2 77.55 10.45 38.98 9.50 .46 .21
3 76.12 13.20 34.29 8.86 .44 .19
4 80.27 9.37 39.21 8.20 .26 .07
5 77.46 12.23 36.78 9.00 .61 .37
6 76.88 14.15 40.97 13.70 -.28 .08
7 78.89 10.25 35.46 5.67 -.03 .00
8 81.65 11.06 35.55 9.96 .42 .18
9 67.69 14.46 33.62 14.02 .36 .13
10 77.34 10.54 35.44 10.83 .72 .52
11 74.74 10.54 34.53 10.30 .31 .10
12 68.27 13.31 31.53 6.23 .32 .10
13 73.32 10.79 32.15 7.64 .63 .40
14 73.79 10.19 32.14 7.59 .30 .09
15 75.07 11.31 37.03 13.94 -.17 .03
16 85.83 9.70 34.67 10.60 .53 .28
17 77.69 10.18 34.73 9.59 .77 .59
18 81.63 7.11 34.25 9.32 .48 .23
19 79.63 9.22 32.98 8.84 .29 .08
20 79.43 10.53 34.62 7.27 .55 .30
21 81.08 8.61 36.17 10.57 .28 .07
(table continues)
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Table F-6 (continued)
SBC CNC
School Mb SD Mc SD r r*
22 80.93 9.50 37.31 11.05 .05 .00
23 87.78 5.71 42.41 7.17 .25 .06
24 81.64 11.05 33.71 7.10 .32 .10
25 78.75 13.30 37.07 11.47 .44 .19
26 77.22 12.54 33.41 10.85 .18 .03
27 78.46 12.15 37.30 10.99 .64 .41
28 83.10 9.29 38.31 8.22 .21 .04
29 83.21 8.33 35.66 9.68 .29 .08
30 84.16 11.84 41.44 12.37 .20 .04
31 82.55 9.52 38.76 8.72 .21 .04
32 82.15 14.24 36.87 9.68 .30 .09
33 86.02 12.49 45.52 15.95 .11 .01
34 85.56 12.87 47.39 13.60 .32 .10
35 87.85 10.45 43.16 8.17 .37 .14
36 74.58 12.61 43.95 12.96 .21 .04
37 80.77 8.83 36.88 6.38 .17 .03
38 74.60 14.23 35.83 11.42 .48 .23
39 76.72 10.17 37.28 9.02 .07 .00
40 75.59 12.58 41.47 8.68 .51 .26
41 76.56 8.37 37.33 11.59 .49 .24
42 74.70 10.36 37.74 82.82 -.36 .13
43 79.79 8.14 41.30 9.03 .09 .01
44 76.57 14.95 37.66 8.73 .63 .40
45 79.62 13.31 38.46 10.15 .47 .22
(table continues)
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Table F-6 (continued)
SBC CNC
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
46 78.53 10.03 37.86 9.47 .22 .05
47 81.11 11.02 42.36 10.63 .63 .40
48 83.14 9.77 37.50 6.89 .34 .12
49 78.09 11.67 40.37 9.97 .53 .28
50 79.19 10.36 41.15 6.14 .03 .00
51 78.36 10.35 35.83 9.04 .51 .26
52 76.43 11.28 37.36 9.70 .36 .13
53 80.56 11.95 40.48 8.39 .47 .22
54 80.87 10.74 42.57 13.18 .50 .25
55 79.94 10.08 36.76 8.02 .12 .01
56 76.30 15.54 35.33 10.15 .77 .59
57 76.95 11.46 38.33 10.37 .37 .14
58 77.37 11.37 34.68 5.79 .14 .02
59 78.41 11.44 34.79 8.57 .53 .28
60 86.57 5.97 42.85 5.75 .26 .07
61 81.43 9.77 37.63 8.37 .52 .27
62 81.42 9.84 38.44 7.60 .23 .05
63 78.20 11.73 37.75 11.65 .35 .12
64 82.52 8.72 45.00 13.90 .52 .27
65 83.88 9.12 38.87 10.21 .09 .01
66 83.42 10.84 41.29 15.62 .42 .18
67 81.57 11.94 43.29 8.02 .09 .01
68 80.00 11.63 42.62 13.28 .02 .00
69 77.89 10.55 38.47 12.83 .55 .30
(table continues)
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Table F-6 (continued)
School
SBC CNC
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
70 80.49 12.89 40.56 12.30 .46 .21
71 74.25 13.94 37.89 13.05 .37 .14
72 78.22 10.37 38.47 11.08 .39 .15
73 82.49 13.70 40.73 14.40 .86 .74
74 79.44 10.77 42.86 11.47 .11 .01
75 78.11 11.61 36.47 8.25 -.28 .08
76 76.73 11.28 38.57 11.00 .16 .03
77 75.50 9.87 37.17 7.88 .59 .35
78 77.07 12.62 38.75 7.85 .27 .07
79 77.42 10.85 36.04 10.59 .34 .12
80 78.04 13.97 39.59 10.55 .57 .32
81 86.85 12.12 42.05 9.11 .33 .11
Note. SBC - Superifical/Behavioral Change Subscale.
CNC - Cultural/Normative Change 
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 130.00.
0 Maximum possible score = 95.00.
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Table F-7
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/CNC Subscale 
and Bureaucratic Orientation Subscale for Each School in the Total School Sample® 
(n=81)
CNC BOS
chool Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 42.59 14.39 75.41 15.40 .19 .04
2 38.98 9.50 74.58 14.07 .02 .00
3 34.29 8.86 74.37 12.90 .08 .01
4 39.21 8.20 77.72 10.88 -.03 .00
5 36.78 9.00 77.59 12.67 .29 .08
6 40.97 13.70 77.02 18.84 -.09 .01
7 35.46 5.67 81.66 11.31 .27 .49
8 35.55 9.96 83.41 9.33 .09 .01
9 33.62 14.02 75.02 9.58 .36 .13
10 35.44 10.83 83.71 10.25 .30 .09
11 34.53 10.30 74.22 16.45 -.22 .05
12 31.52 6.23 77.55 13.78 .001 .00
13 32.15 7.64 81.69 10.71 .62 .38
14 32.14 7.59 80.47 10.08 -.16 .03
15 37.03 13.94 78.32 10.73 -.39 .15
16 34.67 10.60 76.17 8.40 .46 .21
17 34.73 9.59 75.31 10.24 .24 .06
18 34.25 9.32 76.54 12.98 .15 .02
19 32.98 8.84 82.40 11.51 .07 .00
20 34.62 7.27 81.68 9.74 -.23 .05
21 36.17 10.57 75.50 13.33 .07 .00
(table continues)
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Table F-7 (continued)
CNC BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r X*
22 37.31 11.05 73.56 14.37 -.16 .03
23 42.41 7.17 82.64 14.24 -.24 .04
24 33.71 7.10 72.79 15.37 .06 .00
25 37.07 11.47 72.71 14.86 -.09 .01
26 33.41 10.85 72.17 13.33 .04 .00
27 37.30 10.99 75.64 14.56 .26 .13
28 38.31 8.22 75.48 11.08 .20 .04
29 35.66 9.68 76.43 11.42 -.25 .06
30 41.44 12.37 80.17 12.77 .11 .01
31 38.76 8.72 88.96 11.54 .24 .06
32 36.87 9.68 75.93 13.31 -.11 .01
33 45.52 15.95 81.50 12.83 .07 .00
34 47.39 13.60 79.22 10.49 .46 .21
35 43.16 8.17 80.97 14.88 .76 .58
36 43.95 12.96 79.08 21.83 .56 .31
37 36.88 6.38 79.00 15.41 .23 .06
38 35.83 11.42 73.51 15.86 .01 .00
39 37.28 9.02 89.09 18.19 -.35 .12
40 41.47 8.68 76.33 15.11 .12 .01
41 37.33 11.59 83.16 12.77 -.23 .05
42 37.74 8.82 75.10 12.19 -.19 .04
43 41.30 9.03 78.00 11.17 -.08 .01
44 37.66 8.73 84.47 14.59 .38 .14
45 38.46 10.15 83.87 14.26 .01 .00
(table continues)
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Table F-7 (continued)
CNC BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
46 37.86 9.47 74.43 14.43 .31 .10
47 42.36 10.63 80.49 14.64 -.34
48 37.50 6.89 81.22 15.09 .04 .00
49 40.37 9.97 81.37 14.69 -.19 .04
50 41.15 6.14 79.30 8.78 -.17 .03
51 35.83 9.04 83.53 13.15 -.26 .07
52 37.36 9.70 80.19 13.47 -.41 .17
53 40.48 8.39 88.49 11.48 .17 .03
54 42.57 13.18 77.50 13.35 .40 .16
55 36.76 8.02 81.26 15.99 .07 .00
56 35.33 10.15 84.67 10.35 .50 .25
57 38.33 10.37 80.20 14.06 .22 .05
58 34.68 5.79 78.32 12.34 -.35 .12
59 34.79 18.57 87.57 13.70 -.35 .12
60 42.85 5.75 68.39 14.17 -.64 .41
61 37.63 8.37 78.23 11.01 -.43 .18
62 38.44 7.60 71.83 12.64 -.18 .03
63 37.75 11.65 76.28 12.83 -.21 .04
64 45.00 13.90 76.90 10.63 .22 .05
65 38.87 10.21 83.93 12.40 -.38 .14
66 41.29 15.62 83.60 15.90 .19 .04
67 43.29 8.02 82.37 14.12 .26 .07
68 42.62 13.28 86.56 16.09 .26 .07
69 38.47 12.83 84.43 10.98 .38 .14
(table continues)
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Table F-7 (continued)
School
CNC BOS
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
70 40.56 12.30 81.20 14.67 -.22 .05
71 37.89 13.05 79.49 13.14 .21 .04
72 38.47 11.08 87.50 15.13 .25 .06
73 40.73 14.40 89.49 12.99 .60 .36
74 42.86 11.47 75.99 11.27 -.16 .03
75 36.47 8.25 78.73 12.40 -.50 .25
76 38.57 11.00 77.88 13.14 .08 .01
77 37.17 7.88 78.30 10.21 .03 .00
78 38.75 7.85 66.35 13.46 .10 .01
79 36.04 10.59 83.49 16.11 .12 .01
80 39.59 10.55 72.83 15.73 -.10 .01
81 42.05 9.11 84.68 15.48 .06 .00
Note. CNC - Cultural/Normative Change.
BOS - Bureaucratic Orientation Scale. 
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates. 
b Maximum possible score = 95.00. 
c Maximum possible score = 120.00.
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Table F-8
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity to Change/CNC Subscale 
and Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) for Each School in the Total School Sample8 
(n=81)
CNC CFSQ
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 42.59 14.39 114.86 35.06 .12 .01
2 38.98 9.50 127.37 26.54 -.16 .03
3 34.29 8.86 144.02 22.96 -.20 .04
4 39.21 8.20 138.62 19.96 .03 .00
5 36.78 9.00 150.18 16.53 .01 .00
6 40.97 13.70 134.53 20.34 -.03 .00
7 35.46 5.67 140.01 18.94 .06 .00
8 35.55 9.96 141.04 18.20 .37 .14
9 33.62 14.02 123.61 22.09 -.11 .01
10 35.44 10.83 149.36 17.16 -.18 .03
11 34.53 10.30 132.48 20.90 -.02 .00
12 31.52 6.23 142.83 19.09 -.10 .01
13 32.15 7.64 156.42 10.37 -.21 .04
14 32.14 7.59 131.44 17.37 .14 .02
15 37.03 13.94 152.05 14.71 -.19 .04
16 34.67 10.60 141.41 25.89 .05 .00
17 34.73 9.59 153.16 11.22 .21 .04
18 34.25 9.32 139.96 16.17 .22 .05
19 32.98 8.84 137.05 17.99 -.14 .02
20 34.62 7.27 152.05 20.26 .31 .10
21 36.17 10.57 139.51 25.18 -.23 .05
22 37.31 11.05 123.08 25.87 -.31 .10
(table continues)
497
Table F-8 (continued)
CNC CFSQ
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
23 42.41 7.17 138.82 17.63 .21 .04
24 33.71 7.10 135.88 16.35 -.33 .11
25 37.07 11.47 120.97 23.77 -.11 .01
26 33.41 10.85 146.89 14.48 -.17 .03
27 37.30 10.99 147.43 13.89 -.07 .00
28 38.31 8.22 133.96 21.41 -.03 .00
29 35.66 9.68 155.29 11.54 -.12 .01
30 41.44 12.37 113.50 24.49 .22 .05
31 38.76 8.72 120.37 21.07 -.02 .00
32 36.87 9.68 115.56 27.67 .38 .14
33 45.52 15.95 137.45 22.56 -.14 .02
34 47.39 13.60 110.53 21.44 -.05 .00
35 43.16 8.17 151.42 32.21 .09 .01
36 43.95 12.96 152.94 16.74 .21 .04
37 36.88 6.38 160.32 8.24 .28 .08
38 35.83 11.42 129.71 26.07 -.01 .00
39 37.28 9.02 141.86 22.01 .12 .01
40 41.47 8.68 146.44 17.14 .02 .00
41 37.33 11.59 112.79 34.11 .20 .04
42 37.74 8.82 115.60 12.77 .69 .48
43 41.30 9.03 148.26 18.12 -.04 .00
44 37.66 8.73 140.43 21.13 .33 .11
45 38.46 10.15 129.59 23.62 .22 .05
46 37.86 9.47 143.95 27.42 .11 .01
47 42.36 10.63 137.94 16.01 -.09 .01
(table continues)
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Table F-8 (continued)
CNC CFSQ
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
48 37.50 6.89 130.04 24.69 -.13 .02
49 40.37 9.97 134.31 17.27 -.22 .05
50 41.15 6.14 135.33 16.28 .13 .02
51 35.83 9.04 153.45 18.21 .09 .01
52 37.36 9.70 152.09 14.79 -.16 .03
53 40.48 8.39 147.68 16.03 .21 .04
54 42.57 13.18 141.67 11.46 .02 .00
55 36.76 8.02 130.16 20.09 .19 .04
56 35.33 10.15 149.83 9.83 -.47 .22
57 38.33 10.37 135.34 22.78 .04 .00
58 34.68 5.79 125.87 23.12 -.26 .07
59 34.79 18.57 154.18 11.61 -.05 .00
60 42.85 5.75 98.71 32.74 .29 .08
61 37.63 8.37 127.33 26.11 .12 .01
62 38.44 7.60 138.31 20.30 -.06 .00
63 37.75 11.65 130.98 25.21 -.11 .00
64 45.00 13.90 125.54 21.43 -.34 .12
65 38.87 10.21 150.92 17.82 -.50 .25
66 41.29 15.62 122.57 27.64 -.52 .27
67 43.29 8.02 132.95 22.87 -.19 .04
68 42.62 13.28 143.61 19.76 -.38 .14
69 38.47 12.83 138.03 25.42 .40 .16
70 40.56 12.30 133.95 18.46 -.04 .00
71 37.89 13.05 152.08 13.92 .17 .03
72 38.47 11.08 117.44 18.27 -.32 .10
(table continues)
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Table F-8 (continued)
School
CNC CFSQ
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
73 40.73 14.40 161.22 8.46 1 o .01
74 42.86 11.47 122.65 25.69 -.29 .08
75 36.47 8.25 126.01 23.08 -.27 .07
76 38.57 11.00 130.94 23.06 - .1 2 .01
77 37.17 7.88 135.04 26.18 -.44 .19
78 38.75 7.85 155.88 7.42 -.16 .03
79 36.04 10.59 147.96 1 1 .1 0 .25 .06
80 39.59 10.55 136.68 22.04 -.2 1 .04
81 42.05 9.11 135.83 27.47 .17 .03
Note. CNC - Cultural/Normative Change.
CFSQ - Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. 
b Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
0 Maximum possible score = 95.00. 
d Maximum possible score = 18.00.
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Table F-9
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Organizational Autonomy (OA) and
Interpersonal Autonomy (LA) for Each School in the Total School Sample* (n=81)
OA IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 31.85 8.24 65.00 10 .20 .21 .04
2 31.36 7.78 65.12 7.05 -.43 .18
3 30.66 8.38 66.60 8.80 -.15 .02
4 30.12 6.73 64.58 7.51 -.37 .14
5 31.20 6.30 62.98 7.17 -.06 .00
6 28.41 8.31 63.32 17.21 -.82 .67
7 26.18 4.85 63.31 7.02 - .1 2 .01
8 28.64 6 .1 2 . 66.61 7.14 .13 .02
9 30.55 5.60 66.26 9.20 -.16 .03
10 27.93 6.43 65.62 6.32 -.30 .10
11 33.55 7.18 65.00 5.26 .28 .08
12 31.33 6.13 63.35 7.07 -.11 .01
13 30.29 6.59 62.98 7.57 -.14 .02
14 28.48 7.04 62.90 6.62 -.39 - .15
15 30.00 6.70 63.88 4.83 -.09 .01
16 29.98 4.04 66.49 8.85 .23 .05
17 31.93 8.49 61.38 6.62 -.17 .03
18 30.05 7.80 62.92 6.37 -.41 .17
19 26.13 4.27 70.39 5.61 -.16 .03
2 0 28.77 7.77 63.08 5.69 - .0 2 .00
21 31.65 7.58 66.31 9.13 -.15 .02
2 2 32.18 6.76 64.83 8.84 -.19 .04
(table continues)
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Table F-9 (continued)
OA IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
23 27.07 8.19 66.41 6.57 -.61 .37
24 33.36 7.77 60.78 6.97 - .2 2 .05
25 33.31 7.47 58.74 7.18 .04 .00
26 32.15 5.96 62.00 7.68 -.11 .01
27 30.86 5.43 64.87 8.29 - .0 2 .0 0
28 30.21 4.76 66.28 7.51 -.25 .06
29 30.40 5.02 65.79 5.01 -.34 .1 2
30 30.49 6.63 66.69 5.62 -.25 .06
31 27.94 6.74 67.20 6.48 -.61 .37
32 31.55 6.15 64.19 8.11 -.04 .0 0
33 30.41 6.61 65.97 7.76 -.06 .0 0
34 28.99 6.91 65.73 6.47 -.05 .0 0
35 28.00 6.16 62.41 8.37 .25 .06
36 28.64 8.46 59.78 14.28 -.31 .1 0
37 32.01 7.90 66.23 7.32 -.46 .21
38 31.18 5.90 66.45 7.97 -.18 .03
39 25.00 7.44 63.28 7.41 -.51 .26
40 27.66 7.40 59.29 8.96 .03 .0 0
41 29.44 7.00 67.78 4.89 .16 .03
42 27.65 6.82 65.50 9.51 .0 2 .0 0
43 31.64 6.63 66.26 7.22 .0 2 .0 0
44 27.68 6.42 65.64 7.57 i o .0 0
45 27.86 7.05 63.30 8.23 - .1 2 .01
46 33.04 6.09 65.20 5.12 -.41 .17
47 28.97 5.99 65.31 5.20 - .2 0 .04
(table continues)
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Table F-9 (continued)
OA IA
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
48 27.17 8.40 62.48 9.34 -.14 .0 2
49 29.58 7.09 66.56 8.13 - .1 0 .01
50 31.65 5.74 65.52 8.40 .16 .03
51 26.58 7.25 65.63 6.44 -.55 .30
52 26.35 6.11 62.56 7.80 -.37 .14
53 25.67 6.72 63.76 5.78 -.07 .0 0
54 32.50 7.14 68.81 7.29 .18 .03
55 30.11 8.37 65.15 8.61 -.40 .16
56 25.33 9.63 61.00 5.87 .32 .1 0
57 30.62 6.82 64.10 9.24 -.47 .22
58 29.04 6.17 65.28 7.05 -.17 .03
59 25.92 6.36 66.52 7.95 -.44 .19
60 32.65 3.58 64.83 4.72 .78 .61
61 30.38 5.61 64.57 5.89 -.62 .38
62 33.36 5.51 66.34 4.42 -.33 .11
63 30.88 6.16 65.24 6.75 -.05 .0 0
64 30.52 5.68 63.81 10.63 -.71 .50
65 28.01 6.41 61.18 8.97 -.40 .16
6 6 28.68 7.44 65.53 8.69 -.17 .03
67 27.33 6.81 64.71 7.38 .10 .01
68 26.36 7.05 63.91 8.30 - .2 2 .05
69 29.48 8.96 65.63 5.49 .26 .07
70 29.91 5.98 65.90 7.42 -.35 .12
71 29.73 6.91 63.70 9.44 -.62 .38
72 26.82 8.01 64.70 11.80 -.91 .83
(table continues)
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Table F -9 (continued)
School
OA IA
Mb SD Mc SD r - r2
73 24.54 7.43 67.05 6.60 -.59 .35
74 31.99 6.94 63.57 7.83 -.21 .04
75 29.41 5.95 66.87 8 .1 0 -.27 .07
76 30.62 6.83 64.72 8.42 -.59 .35
77 29.21 6.04 63.31 8.44 -.17 .03
78 33.34 5.00 65.56 5.91 .8 6 .74
79 27.12 6.25 62.06 7.35 -.45 .2 0
80 31.98 8.33 63.59 9.17 -.41 .17
81 30.05 6.64 65.23 9.75 -.46 .21
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
b Maximum possible score = 48.00.
° Maximum possible score = 88.00.
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Table F-10
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between
Organizational Autonomy (OA) and Bureaucratic
Orientation (BOS) for All Schools8 (n=81)
OA BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 31.85 8.24 75.41 15.40 -.76 .58
2 31.36 7.78 74.58 14.07 -.74 .55
3 30.66 8.38 74.37 12.90 -.64 .41
4 30.12 6.73 77.72 10.88 -.71 .50
5 31.20 6.30 77.59 12.67 -.47 .22
6 28.41 8.31 77.02 18.84 .88 .77
7 26.18 4.85 81.66 11.31 -.27 .07
8 28.64 6 .1 2 83.41 9.33 -.58 .34
9 30.55 5.60 75.02 9.58 -.43 .18
10 27.93 6.43 83.71 10.25 -.73 .53
11 33.55 7.18 74.22 16.45 - .6 6 .44
12 31.33 6.13 77.55 13.78 -.30 .09
13 30.29 6.59 81.69 10.71 -.56 .31
14 28.48 7.04 80.47 10.08 -.67 .45
15 30.00 6.70 78.32 10.73 -.42 .18
16 29.98 4.04 76.17 8.40 -.31 .10
17 31.93 8.49 75.31 10.24 -.69 .48
18 30.05 7.80 76.54 12.98 -.79 .62
19 26.13 4.27 82.40 11.51 -.31 .10
2 0 28.77 7.77 81.68 9.74 -.25 .06
21 31.65 7.58 75.50 13.33 -.74 .55
2 2 32.18 6.76 73.56 14.34 t ~-4 O .49
(table continues)
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Table F-10 (continued)
OA BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
23 27.07 8.19 82.64 14.24 -.74 .55
24 33.36 7.77 72.79 15.37 -.65 .42
25 33.31 7.47 72.71 14.86 -.52 .27
26 32.15 5.96 72.17 13.33 - .6 8 .46
27 30.86 5.43 75.64 14.56 -.58 .34
28 30.21 4.76 75.48 11.08 -.45 .2 0
29 30.40 5.02 76.43 11.42 -.54 .29
30 30.49 6.63 80.17 12.77 -.52 .27
31 27.94 6.74 88.96 11.54 i 00 © .64
32 31.55 6.15 75.93 13.31 -.72 .52
33 30.41 6.61 81.50 12.83 -.65 .42
34 28.99 6.91 79.22 10.49 -.62 .38
35 28.00 6.16 80.97 14.88 -.87 .76
36 28.64 8.46 79.08 21.83 -.79 .62
37 32.01 7.90 79.00 15.41 -.62 .38
38 31.18 5.90 73.51 15.86 -.63 .40
39 25.00 7.44 89.09 18.19 -.63 .40
40 27.66 7.40 76.33 15.11 -.72 .52
41 29.44 7.00 83.16 12.77 -.63 .40
42 27.65 6.82 75.10 12.19 -.32 .1 0
43 31.64 6.63 78.00 11.17 -.58 .34
44 27.68 6.42 84.47 14.59 -.83 .69
45 27.86 7.05 83.87 14.26 -.74 .55
46 33.04 6.09 74.43 14.43 -.16 .03
47 28.97 5.99 80.49 14.64 -.61 .37
(table continues)
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Table F-10 (continued)
OA BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
48 27.17 8.40 81.22 15.09 -.71 .50
49 29.58 7.09 81.37 14.69 -.76 .58
50 31.65 5.74 79.30 8.78 -.39 * .15
51 26.58 7.25 83.53 13.15 -.74 .55
52 26.35 6.11 80.19 13.47 -.56 .31
53 25.67 6.72 88.49 11.48 -.52 .27
54 32.50 7.14 77.50 13.35 -.48 .23
55 30.11 8.37 81.26 15.99 -.77 .59
56 25.33 9.63 84.67 10.35 -.35 .12
57 30.62 6.82 80.20 14.06 -.73 .53
58 29.04 6.17 78.32 12.34 -.66 .44
59 25.92 6.36 87.57 13.70 -.62 .38
60 32.65 3.58 68.39 14.17 -.53 .28
61 30.38 5.61 78.23 11.01 -.42 .18
62 33.36 5.51 71.83 12.64 -.53 .28
63 30.88 6.16 76.28 12.83 -.67 .45
64 30.52 5.68 76.90 10.63 -.22 .05
65 28.01 6.41 83.93 12.40 -.44 .19
66 28.68 7.44 83.60 15.90 -.31 .10
67 27.33 6.81 82.37 14.12 -.49 .24
68 26.36 7.05 86.56 16.09 -.45 .20
69 29.48 8.96 84.43 10.98 -.59 .35
70 29.91 5.98 81.20 14.67 -.53 .28
71 29.73 6.91 79.49 13.14 -.60 .36
72 26.82 8.01 87.50 15.13 -.79 .62
(table continues)
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Table F-10 (continued)
School
OA BOS
Mb SD Mc SD r r2
73 24.54 7.43 89.49 12.99 -.71 .50
74 31.99 6.94 75.99 11.27 -.63 .37
75 29.41 5.95 78.73 12.40 -.53 .28
76 30.62 6.83 77.88 13.14 -.55 .30
77 29.21 6.04 78.30 10.21 -.58 .34
78 33.34 5.00 66.35 13.46 -.83 .69
79 27.12 6.25 83.49 16.11 -.82 .67
80 31.98 8.33 72.83 15.73 -.77 .59
81 30.05 6.64 84.68 15.48 -.69 .48
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
b Maximum possible score = 48.00.
c Maximum possible score = 120.00.
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Table F-11
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Organizational Autonomy (OA) and
Principal Change Facilitator Style (CFSQ) for Each School in the Total School Sample*
(n=81)
OA CFSQ
School Mb SD M° SD r r2
1 31.85 8.24 114.86 35.06 -.25 .06
2 31.36 7.78 127.37 26.54 -.39 .15
3 30.66 8.38 144.02 22.96 -.21 .04
4 30.12 6.73 138.62 19.96 .05 .00
5 31.20 6.30 150.18 16.53 -.55 .30
6 28.41 8.31 134.53 20.34 -.15 .02
7 26.18 4.85 140.01 18.94 .40 .16
8 28.64 6 .1 2 141.04 18.20 -.23 .05
9 30.55 5.60 123.61 22.09 -.49 .24
10 27.93 6.43 149.36 17.16 -.54 .29
11 33.55 7.18 132.48 20.90 -.36 .13
12 31.33 6.13 142.83 19.09 -.17 .03
13 30.29 6.59 156.42 10.37 -.25 .06
14 28.48 7.04 131.44 17.37 -.21 .04
15 30.00 6.70 152.05 14.71 -.42 .18
16 29.98 4.04 141.41 25.89 -.67 .45
17 31.93 8.49 153.16 11 .22 .03 .00
18 30.05 7.80 139.96 16.17 .001 .00
19 26.13 4.27 137.05 17.99 -.18 .03
2 0 28.77 7.77 152.05 20.26 .40 .16
21 31.65 7.58 139.51 25.18 .004 .00
22 32.18 6.76 123.08 28.87 -.42 .18
(table continues)
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Table F - ll  (continued)
OA CFSQ
School Mc SD Md SD r r2
23 27.07 8.19 138.82 17.63 -.53 .28
24 33.36 7.77 135.88 16.35 - .1 2 .01
25 33.31 7.47 120.97 23.77 -.18 .03
26 32.15 5.96 146.89 14.48 -.11 .01
27 30.86 5.43 147.43 13.89 -.01 .0 0
28 30.21 4.76 133.96 21.41 -.14 .0 2
29 30.40 5.02 155.29 11.54 -.47 .2 2
30 30.49 6.63 113.50 24.49 -.37 .14
31 27.94 6.74 120.37 21.07 i N> 00 .08
32 31.55 6.15 115.56 27.67 -.41 .17
33 30.41 6.61 137.45 22.56 -.16 .03
34 28.99 6.91 110.53 21.44 -.27 .07
35 28.00 6.16 151.42 32.21 -.60 .36
36 28.64 8.46 152.94 16.74 -.01 .0 0
37 32.01 7.90 160.32 8.24 -.72 .52
38 31.18 5.90 129.71 26.07 - .1 0 .01
39 25.00 7.44 141.86 2 2 .0 1 -.25 .06
40 27.66 7.40 146.44 17.14 -.48 .23
41 29.44 7.00 112.79 34.11 .05 .0 0
42 27.65 6.82 115.60 12.77 -.21 .04
43 31.64 6.63 148.26 18.12 -.09 .0 0
44 27.68 6.42 140.43 21.13 -.43 .18
45 27.86 7.05 129.59 23.62 -.37 .14
46 33.04 6.09 143.95 27.42 .14 .0 2
47 28.97 5.99 137.94 16.01 -.55 .30
(table continues)
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Table F -ll (continued)
OA CFSQ
chool Mc SD Md SD r r2
48 27.17 8.40 130.04 24.69 -.65 .42
49 29.58 7.09 134.31 17.27 -.48 .23
50 31.65 5.74 135.33 16.28 -.19 .04
51 26.58 7.25 153.45 18.21 .10 .01
52 26.35 6.11 152.09 14.79 -.34 .12
53 25.67 6.72 147.68 16.03 -.23 .05
54 32.50 7.14 141.67 11.46 -.05 .00
55 30.11 8.37 130.16 20.09 -.29 .08
56 25.33 9.63 149.83 9.83 .24 .06
57 30.62 6.82 135.34 22.78 .39 .15
58 29.04 6.17 125.87 23.12 -.14 .02
59 25.92 6.36 154.18 11.61 -.24 .06
60 32.65 3.58 98.71 32.74 -.74 .55
61 30.38 5.61 127.33 26.11 -.32 .10
62 33.36 5.51 138.31 20.30 .07 .00
63 30.88 6;16 130.98 25.21 -.50 .25
64 30.52 5.68 125.54 21.43 -.32 .10
65 28.01 6.41 150.92 17.82 .17 .03
6 6 28.68 7.44 122.57 27.64 -.36 .13
67 27.33 6.81 132.95 22.87 -.46 .21
68 26.36 7.05 143.61 19.76 .16 .03
69 29.48 8.96 138.03 25.42 i to .06
70 29.91 5.98 133.95 18.46 .19 .04
71 29.73 6.91 152.08 13.92 -.01 .00
72 26.82 8.01 117.44 18.27 -.21 .04
(table continues)
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Table F - ll  (continued)
School
OA CFSQ
Mc SD Md SD r r2
73 24.54 7.43 161.22 8.46 -.25 .06
74 31.99 6.94 122.65 25.69 -.55 .30
75 29.41 5.95 126.01 23.08 -.57 .32
76 30.62 6.83 130.94 23.06 -.30 .09
77 29.21 6.04 135.04 26.18 -.17 .03
78 33.34 5.00 155.88 7.42 .1 2 .01
79 27.12 6.25 147.96 1 1 .1 0 -.07 .0 0
80 31.98 8.33 136.68 22.04 -.01 .0 0
81 30.05 6.64 135.83 27.47 -.05 .0 0
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
b Maximum possible score = 48.00.
c Maximum possible score = 180.00.
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Table F-12
Summary of Within-School Correlations Between Receptivity Interpersonal Autonomy
(IA) and Bureaucratic Orientation (BOS) for Each School in the Total School Sample®
(n=81)
IA BOS
School Mb SD Mc SD r r2
1 65.00 1 0 .2 0 75.41 15.40 -.09 .01
2 65.12 7.05 74.58 14.07 .49 .24
3 66.60 8.80 74.37 22.96 - .0 2 .00
4 64.58 7.51 77.72 12.90 .53 .28
5 62.98 7.17 77.59 10 .88 .37 .14
6 63.32 17.21 77.02 12.67 .88 .77
7 63.31 7.02 81.66 18.84 -.003 .0 0
8 66.61 7.14 83.41 11.31 .24 .06
9 66.26 9.20 75.02 9.33 .34 .12
10 65.62 6.32 83.71 9.58 -.04 .00
11 65.00 5.26 74.22 10.25 -.32 .10
12 63.35 7.07 77.55 16.45 .17 .03
13 62.98 7.57 81.69 13.78 .26 .07
14 62.90 6.62 80.47 10.71 .42 .18
15 63.88 4.83 78.32 10.08 .40 .16
16 66.49 8.85 76.17 8.40 .14 .02
17 61.38 6.62 75.31 10.24 -.19 .04
18 62.92 6.37 76.54 12.98 .31 .10
19 70.39 5.61 82.40 11.51 .35 .12
2 0 63.08 5.69 81.68 9.74 .50 .25
21 66.31 9.13 75.50 13.33 .36 .13
2 2 64.83 8.84 73.56 14.34 .49 .24
(table continues)
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Table F-12 (continued)
IA BOS
School Mc SD Md SD r r2
23 66.41 6.57 82.64 14.24 .83 .69
24 60.78 6.97 72.79 14.37 .27 .07
25 58.74 7.18 72.71 14.86 -.18 .03
26 62.00 7.68 72.17 13.33 .47 .22
27 64.87 8.29 75.64 14.56 .10 .01
28 66.28 7.51 75.48 11.08 .16 .03
29 65.79 5.01 76.43 11.42 .24 .06
30 66.69 5.62 80.17 12.77 .36 .13
31 67.20 6.48 88.96 11.54 .51 .26
32 64.19 8.11 75.93 13.31 .24 .06
33 65.97 7.76 81.50 12.83 .36 .13
34 65.73 6.47 79.22 10.49 -.14 .02
35 62.41 8.37 80.97 14.88 -.27 .07
36 59.78 14.28 79.08 21.83 .48 .23
37 66.23 7.32 79.00 15.41 .43 .18
38 66.45 7.97 73.51 15.86 .16 .03
39 63.28 7.41 89.09 18.19 .41 .17
40 59.29 8.96 76.33 15.11 -.19 .04
41 67.78 4.89 83.16 12.77 .14 .02
42 65.50 9.51 75.10 12.19 .47 .22
43 63.30 8.23 83.87 14.26 .16 .03
44 65.20 5.12 74.43 14.43 .21 .04
45 65.31 5.20 80.49 14.64 -.07 .00
46 62.48 9.34 81.22 15.09 .04 .00
47 65.31 5.20 80.49 14.64 -.09 .01
(table continues)
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Table F-12 (continued)
IA BOS
School Mc SD Md SD r r2
48 62.48 9.34 81.22 15.09 .09 .01
49 66.56 8.13 81.37 14.69 .06 .00
50 65.52 8.40 79.30 8.78 -.09 .01
51 65.63 6.44 83.53 13.15 .53 .28
52 62.56 7.80 80.19 13.47 .57 .32
53 63.76 5.78 88.49 11.48 .09 .01
54 68.81 7.29 77.50 13.35 .23 .05
55 65.15 8.61 81.26 15.99 .46 .21
56 61.00 5.87 84.67 10.35 -.74 .55
57 64.10 9.24 80.20 14.06 .43 .18
58 65.28 7.05 78.32 12.34 .21 .04
59 66.52 7.95 87.57 13.70 .40 .16
60 64.83 4.72 68.39 14.71 -.30 .09
61 64.57 5.89 78.23 11.01 .28 .08
62 66.34 4.42 71.83 12.64 .23 .05
63 65.24 6.75 76.28 12.83 .02 .0 0
64 63.81 10.63 76.90 10.63 .05 .0 0
65 61.18 8.97 83.93 12.40 .41 .17
6 6 65.53 8.69 83.60 15.90 .46 .21
67 64.71 7.38 82.37 14.12 .003 .00
68 63.91 8.30 86.56 16.09 .40 .16
69 65.63 5.49 84.43 10.98 .13 .02
70 65.90 7.42 81.20 14.67 .50 .25
71 63.70 9.44 79.49 13.14 .32 .10
72 64.70 11.80 87.50 15.13 .78 .61
(table continues)
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Table F-12 (continued)
School
IA BOS
M° SD Md SD r r2
73 67.05 6.60 89.49 12.99 .46 .21
74 63.57 7.83 75.99 11.27 .17 .03
75 66.87 8 .1 0 78.73 12.40 .07 .0 0
76 64.72 8.42 77.88 13.14 .38 .14
77 63.31 8.44 78.30 10.21 .31 .1 0
78 65.56 5.91 66.35 13.46 -.13 .0 2
79 62.06 7.35 83.49 16.11 .43 .18
80 63.59 9.17 72.83 15.73 .30 .09
81 65.23 9.75 84.68 15.48 .07 .0 0
a Only schools with > 40% teacher response rates.
b Maximum possible score = 88.00.
c Maximum possible score = 120.00.
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